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Universities around the country have writing centers on their campuses since 
writing is an important component of student success. Research has shown that many 
writing center professionals feel marginalized by faculty and staff. The study was 
designed to explore how and why writing centers become marginalized on college 
campuses. Many studies on writing centers focus on pedagogical aspects of writing 
center work as well as student and faculty views and expectations. This study explores 
organizational, cultural, and political structures that may help and hinder a writing center 
in reaching its potential in assisting in broader educational goals such as retention and 
student success initiatives. Faculty and administrative staff were interviewed along with a 
survey given to students at a Mid-Atlantic institution. Physical artifacts and documents 
were also analyzed to explore the invisible aspects of institutional culture and practices.  
 The study indicated that formal and informal organizational structures such as 
autonomy, a difference of values, faculty support, competing resources, and institutional 
culture lend themselves to writing center marginalization. Writing program 
administrators and administrators of other services who are viewed as academic support 
rather than university support can use and overcome these same structures to establish 
and reach broader student success goals.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Across institutions of higher education, students use their university writing 
center to help fulfill and receive assistance on numerous writing tasks. Writing centers 
and their predecessors (writing labs, writing clinics) were established in response to 
increased student enrollment in the 1960s and 1970s (Waller, 2002). Boquet (1999) and 
Waller (2002) connected the rise of writing centers with the broadening of admission 
policies in the 1960s and 1970s. These policies ensured greater access and so brought 
with them a wider range of student needs and more varying levels of academic 
preparation (Boquet, 1999; Waller, 2002). In the beginning, writing labs and clinics were 
often closely tied to the classroom. However, writing center professionals began breaking 
away from the classroom. They moved their centers into separate facilities to move away 
from a focus on remediation and grammar to focus on individual student needs across a 
variety of writing competencies (Carino, 1995). These competencies are among the 
essential aspects of a college education (Emig, 1977; National Commission on Writing, 
2006; Zecher Sutton, 2016). Thus, as the need and nature of writing expectations in 
college preparation increased and changed, so did the support for writing. Writing skills, 
which are covered in more detail in Chapter 2, are essential to student success in college. 
If writing is a necessary component of student success, it follows that writing centers are 
essential resources. Today, writing centers are a common fixture on college campuses, 
which support and assist students in a variety of writing activities.  
Despite writing centers prevalence on modern college campuses and their, 
seemingly, central role in support of student success, which is explored in more detail 
below, research on writing centers reveals a contrasting picture of a history of 
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marginalization within the academy not readily apparent to outsiders. Writing center staff 
(directors, writing specialists, and tutors) may be frustrated by a lack of recognition that 
writing center professionals experience (Healy, 1995). Prior studies have shown that 
writing centers have a history of being narrowly defined and marginalized within higher 
education (Grimm, 1996). Low institutional expectations and marginalization hinder the 
potential of writing centers within higher education institutions according to the rhetoric 
surrounding them and assumptions about their role. The potential of writing centers lies 
in moving away from what faculty, staff, and students have expected from writing centers 
to a broader vision of how writing centers can accomplish their goal of assisting with 
writing while at the same time building a connection to broader student success. This 
potential provides an opportunity for writing center professionals to not only help 
students holistically but also to alleviate the marginalization of writing centers.  
Background of the Problem 
Writing center research is expansive, encompassing different issues and topics 
over the years. In its early history, writing center research focused on structure and 
administrative concerns, then in the late 1990s and early 2000s, scholars and researchers 
focused on theoretical and ideological matters. Then, there was a shift to focus on more 
empirical research (Ede as cited in Ambrose, 2016). Many researchers are now focusing 
on areas that tie writing centers to areas of retention (Webster, 2015), learning transfer 
(Devet, 2015) academic performance (Bielinska-Kwapisz, 2015), persistence and degree 
completion (Pfrenger, Blasiman, & Winter, 2017). Some practictioners are focusing, 
more broadly, on how writing programs impact a student’s transition, retention, and 
persistence in college (Ruecker, 2017). This overview of writing center research shows 
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that writing center professionals have been marginalized and bring up that past in more 
current studies. Writing center professionals cannot overlook this past connection to 
marginalization.  It is important to note that in her book Peripheral Visions for Writing 
Centers, Grutsch McKinney (2013), described writing centers as iconoclastic, and called 
for writing center professionals to push back on what she calls the grand narrative.  She 
argued that (a) some professionals do not believe their centers are marginalized, (b) the 
notation that writing centers were once marginalized, but are no longer, and (c) writing 
center directors can use their center’s marginality. They can choose to see this 
marginalization in a positive light, to become innovative. This establishes the idea that 
writing center directors should resist the notation that their centers are marginalized or 
view the marginalization as a positive rather than see themselves as victims. Thus, some 
writing center professionals may still feel this marginalization, but they have the chance 
to refuse to acknowledge it or embrace it.  
Studies (Boquet, 1999; Crowley 2001; Harris (1988/2017) have established that 
writing centers are often viewed as “fix-it shops” or places to focus on remediation. 
However, Salem (2014) argued that writing center professionals are positioned to help 
with inequality if they were placed in small, highly specialized, or career-oriented 
institutions. Thus, writing centers can be a place for remediation in order to assist 
students who need it and to help students overcome the broader academic inequality of 
higher education. Ultimately, this argument established the notion that a focus on 
remediation should not be seen as unfavorable. Much like Sunstein (1998), who 
recognized writing a center’s position and potential marginalization, Grutsch McKinney’s 
book suggests that marginalization did or can happen to writing centers. Nevertheless, 
4 
 
she strongly urged writing center professionals to challenge the widely held view of the 
grand narrative that focuses on marginalization.  In doing so, it brings up the notation that 
some writing center professionals may feel that their center is marginalized, but it how 
they respond to this view that determines their path forward. So, some institutions may 
have writing centers that are marginalized, while others may not be, and some may be 
using it to their advantage. These studies establish that some writing centers may be 
marginalized, but writing centers are positioned to do more. A writing center is readily 
identifiable for its role and potential impact on students and the institution more broadly. 
As Salem (2014) noted, writing centers are positioned to “offer colleges powerful tools 
for meeting their own accountability requirements” (p. 34). Writing centers provide 
“target specialized academic support toward students who need it and in so doing, they 
keep students on track toward graduation” (Salem, 2014, p. 34). In this paper, I argue that 
writing centers, if brought to their full capacity, can be more than what they are.  The key 
to discovering centers’ full potential lies in understanding their current context and the 
various viewpoints regarding writing centers, as described next.   
Writing Center Potential 
Like any other institution, it is accepted that there will be different opinions and 
perspectives about what to focus on and how to accomplish goals and support students, 
and writing centers are no exception. Various perspectives have influenced university 
writing centers over the years. For instance, Murphy argued that writing centers have to 
contend with three influencing perspectives:  (a) writing centers are places to achieve 
mastery of a skill (grammar, mechanics), (b) writing centers focus on the writing process 
(critical thinking skills), and (c) a writing center is a place that encourages multiple 
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literacies (as cited in Devlin, 1996).  This third perspective speaks to how writing center 
professionals have expanded writing assistance to include reading assistance. By building 
on reading and writing skills, a writing center “lays the foundation for offering more 
comprehensive literacy support students, as well as a more nuanced approach to tutor 
education” (Carillo, 2017, p. 119). While Murphy provides three different viewpoints 
influencing writing centers, based on a synthesis of the literature that follows, I posit that 
there are three main viewpoints of what a writing center has the potential to do, which 
encompass those influential perspectives. The first viewpoint centers on the writing 
center being a place on campus where students can receive assistance with grammar, or 
the center can act as a place for remedial writing assistance. The second viewpoint is that 
a writing center is a place where students can receive assistance on the entire writing 
process from idea formation to assistance with building and improving editing and 
proofreading skills. The third viewpoint, which is emerging, is the idea that the writing 
center contributes to larger student success goals of individuals and the institution 
broadly. It is important to examine the various viewpoints regarding expectations 
regarding the work of a writing center.  
A focus on grammar or remedial assistance. There is disagreement in the views 
of what a writing center should focus on when helping students. Expectations vary 
between students, faculty, and writing center staff. Most often, this expectation involves a 
writing center being described as a fix-it shop (Boquet, 1999; Crowley, 2001; Flood, 
2002; Hayward, 1983; Hedengren, 2014).  With this viewpoint, a writing center is seen as 
a place to get errors in grammar and mechanics corrected. This viewpoint also expresses 
a focus on remedial assistance. In a survey of Salem State College faculty, Devlin (1996) 
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asked faculty the reasons they referred students to the College’s writing center. Devlin 
(1996) found that 31% (of 88 faculty members) referred students to the center for 
grammar issues, and 31% referred students for improving a student’s poor writing skill or 
level. This viewpoint emphasizes the focus on a single assignment or essay and that a 
writing center is a place to work on grammar or as a place where weak writers can 
receive remediation. This view of writing centers may stem from the founding of the 
writing center when it was a place for remediation in the 1970s when, as Harris 
(1988/2017) described it, there was an emphasis on the “back-to-basics movement” (para. 
10). Although this view is still prevalent among the perceptions of faculty and students, 
there has been a shift away from this kind of thinking. 
A focus on the overall writing process. Some writing center professionals argue 
that the writing center should aid in the entire writing process. Harris (1988/2017) 
effectively laid out this viewpoint by remarking on how writing center tutors are trained 
to ask questions, to facilitate the students writing process, to assist on essays and 
assignments from across the campus while shaping the session around a student's needs. 
However, the overall writing process is not the only aspect that writing center staff have 
to assist. Devlin’s (1996) study revealed that 25% of the faculty surveyed indicated 
referring students to the writing center because of other issues along with issues with 
grammar (e.g., organization and grammar), while 10% referred students to receive help 
with idea formation or organization. Although grammar and mechanics are still part of 
the majority, the study revealed that faculty members referred students for other reasons 
beyond grammar assistance.  
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The argument for focusing on the entire writing process is complicated by the 
notion of higher vs. lower-order concerns, and which type the tutors should focus on 
during their sessions (Winder, Kathpalia, & Koo, 2016). These concerns are aligned to 
the goals of composition, as presented in Hayward's (1983) descriptive quantitative study 
that assessed attitudes. Hayward noticed discrepancies between faculty and writing center 
personnel attitudes regarding the overarching goals between the English Department and 
the writing center. Hayward's study revealed that composition faculty believed that the 
writing center staff should focus on secondary composition goals, such as grammar. In 
contrast, the writing center staff believed they should focus on main goals such as 
organization, idea formation, and development. Writing center staff must contend with 
their center’s place in the writing program at a given university. Often, there is a 
discrepancy in overarching philosophies (one emphasizing revision and inquiry), while 
another emphasizes attention to mechanics (Waldo, 1990). According to Waldo, writing 
centers and the writing program should have complementary approaches to the teaching 
of writing. However, Hayward (1983) and Devlin (1996) called attention to the issue that 
faculty, the writing program, and the writing center often have different approaches and 
philosophies.  
 Devlin (1996) also included the student perspective in his study, and the 
questionnaire revealed insight into the structure of the tutoring sessions. In the survey, 
students had mostly positive experiences in the writing center, and the session most often 
focused on higher-order concerns (organization/development, idea formation) (Devlin, 
1996). However, Devlin did not indicate what the students needed help with. Instead, he 
stated that students “apparently felt that that focus of [their] tutoring addressed their 
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particular needs as writers. And, equally important... suggesting that the center’s 
priorities benefit writers of widely varying ability” (Devlin, 1996, p. 153).  Devlin 
showed that the students had a positive experience and that the sessions focused on 
higher-order concerns. Although Devlin did not say so directly, he implied that these 
concerns are what motivated the student to visit the center or what the student wanted to 
focus on.  Salem (2016) pointed out that student use of the center is often seen as students 
endorsing the center and its practices. However, a student’s choice is influenced by a 
variety of factors: student identity, education, and family background, faculty 
perceptions, and the messages being conveyed to students (Salem, 2016). These 
viewpoints regarding what writing center should do are focused on students and their 
writing level or process.  
A focus on broader educational success goals. Studies such as Bell and Frost 
(2012), Griswold (2003), and the essay by Wallace and Simpson (1991) highlighted the 
expanding reach or scope of a writing center as a tool or site to assist students and the 
institution in student success initiatives along with finding connections with the writing 
center’s role in increasing student success indicators. Some practitioners are now 
beginning to see the connection between writing centers and their impact or connection to 
retention and student engagement (Bell & Frost, 2012; Griswold, 2003). Griswold, as 
well as Wallace and Simpson, argued that writing centers could act as a connection to the 
university while providing academic support. These studies reveal the ability of writing 
centers to examine larger retention goals and efforts. For instance, Poziwilko (1997) 
argued that through their interactions with students, writing center tutors help students in 
developing their identity, increase student self-esteem, all of which have a hand retaining 
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the students. There are various perspectives on what the writing center should do to help 
students (Harris, 1988/2017; Hayward, 1983).  Like other learning/academic assistance 
programs, writing centers assist students with their academic success. For instance, 
participation in these programs provide academic and social support for students and help 
students make connections to the classroom material while helping them to persist in 
their studies (Tinto, 2004). Some practitioners have ideas and opinions on writing skills 
connection to engagement and retention. Griswold’s essay highlights a connection 
between writing centers and retention programs and the problem of their position within a 
university. This viewpoint is still emerging. While more research needs to be conducted, 
this viewpoint shows promise as it focuses on the overarching goal of aiding with the 
writing process. This viewpoint has the additional benefit of seeing how the writing 
center contributes to broader educational student success initiatives.  
What students focus on in the session or what faculty and others expect from a 
writing center is tied to prevailing views on writing center operations.  However, there is 
often push back from writing center professionals. As Boquet (1995) indicated,  
Writing centers, as far back as we can tell, have been expected to perform a 
regularizing discursive function, and, as Peter's article shows, writing centers have 
always rejected, at one point or another, in one way or another, that role. They 
have sought instead to carve out spaces for students, subverting the hegemony of 
the academy and undertaking the difficult task of critiquing the very factors 
giving rise to their existence" (p. 87). 
Thus, writing center practitioners have a history of arguing and convincing others 
that they are not product-oriented, fix-it shops. Current research shows that writing 
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centers are shifting and pushing back against these viewpoints (Grutsch McKinney, 
2013). For instance, Carillo (2017) argued that reading and writing were connected. 
Carillo also argued that a writing center should focus on each area to provide a more 
nuanced approach to writing assistance. I would argue that including reading assistance 
within writing centers is another example of writing center professionals expanding their 
center’s scope and making a connection to broader academic concerns. Writing centers 
may have a history of being relegated to provide certain services or approaches to writing 
assistance. However, they also have a history of challenging that role to meet the needs of 
their clients.  
Writing centers can then be defined as a place where clients receive writing 
assistance that deals with, but is not limited to, the writing process and its various 
components. Writing center staff are also able to assist clients with broader academic 
success or professional goals. The Council for the Advance of Standards in Higher 
Education (CAS) provides numerous strategies for learning assistance programs, which a 
writing center could fall under when viewed from a student affairs perspective. CAS 
(2012) encourages learning assistance programs to hold periodic meetings, and 
consultations with staff, faculty, and administrators. Learning assistance program staff 
should participate in faculty development regarding curriculum and instructional 
approaches that address the “development of learning skills, attitudes, and behaviors” 
(CAS, 2012, p. 4). Therefore, taking a cue from the literature, when viewed under the 
third perspective, writing centers can demonstrate that they are meeting this potential by  
• Forging of partnerships and participating in visible/campus-wide initiatives 
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• Working with academic colleges or individual faculty as part of faculty 
development 
• Sharing of information (program assessment, student satisfaction surveys) with 
departments and units across the campus  
• Using student performance (course grades, writing self-efficacy measures, and 
employer assessment) 
• Inclusion of writing support as a measure of retention, persistence, and 
graduation.  
These are just some practical applications of what a writing center can do; these may vary 
based on specific institutional contexts. To grow and expand a writer center, writing 
center staff, administrators, and senior leadership must work through the prevailing 
viewpoints, philosophies, and the expectations among faculty, administrators, and 
students and shift how the writing center is viewed. 
Studies are showing that writing centers typically struggle with expanding their 
scope of responsibilities. The studies about a writing center’s connection to academic 
success initiatives, as discussed above, indicate that writing center professionals and 
researchers have a desire for writing centers to be seen more broadly within higher 
education. However, writing center professionals may still struggle with misconceptions 
concerning their writing center and with structural and organizational issues within 
higher education. Despite writing center practitioners’ efforts to move beyond their 
traditional scope, they are subject to and must overcome organizational and structural 
practices within their overarching institution. Within higher education, writing centers 
suffer the consequences of academics and student affairs having developed silos 
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(Lawrence, 2007, p. 77), a situation familiar to many student services and programs. 
Structural and institutional factors can influence a program or department and how those 
individual units operate and are perceived. Examples from research on other 
postsecondary services and academic departments illustrate why this is a problem. Shane 
(2004) examined formal and informal structures within a university library, which 
demonstrates how structures and organization can affect a campus service.   
In terms of governance, instructional librarians, within Shane’s (2004) study, do 
not have faculty status, which in turn influences how they are perceived on campus and 
their perception of being marginalized. Much like writing centers, information literacy, 
according to Shane, affects students across campus and in the classroom. The library, 
which focuses on information literacy, is seen as outside the classroom (Shane, 2004). 
Therefore, instructional librarians must work within the given formal structures and the 
broader university. According to Shane, librarians also work within the organizational 
models of the faculty, such as appealing to faculty and their associations with valuing 
expertise. Finally, Shane remarked that regardless of the type of organizational model 
(e.g., bottom-up, top-down), instructional librarians are typically the ones initiating any 
forms of collaboration. Libraries are not the only services influenced by structure and 
organization, but research on writing centers has not addressed in-depth on how these 
larger institutional forces that shape how writing centers operate. 
The prevalent silo mentality in higher education institutions, as well as the 
differences in culture, attitudes, and beliefs about the mission of college and learning, 
impact on how faculty and administrators view each other’s work (Arcelus, 2011; 
Bourassa & Kruger, 2001). It follows that the silo mentality is influencing the view of 
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writing centers in terms of where they should be housed and how staff within and outside 
of the writing center work with faculty and staff.  Understanding how and why the 
administration marginalizes writing centers within some institutions can help writing 
center professions to move forward and begin the process of overcoming their center’s 
marginalization.  
Statement of the Problem and Purpose of the Study 
While research has demonstrated that some writing centers are marginalized, 
these studies—while discussing faculty, writing center staff, or students’ perceptions of 
writing centers along with discussions of the purpose, position, and misconceptions of 
writing centers—often include marginalization as an assumed contextual reality of 
writing centers in which staff operate. This clearly shows that marginalization is a 
problem. But prior studies have not addressed the question of how or why that 
marginalization comes about. Rather, the marginalization is found to be an implication or 
by-product of the main issue being studied. The questions of how and why it happens 
have not been fully explored. The methodological approaches may also be hindering 
marginalization from being explored fully. While some studies like Hayward (1983) and 
Geller and Denny (2013) take an empirical approach, others are scholarly essays based on 
anecdotal or personal experience (Simpson, Braye, & Boquet, 1994; Stay,1996; George 
& Grimm, 1990). Writing center usage is beneficial for students and others, yet some 
writing centers remain marginalized on campus. However, there is little systematic, 
empirical evidence that can help practitioners and leadership to address their 
marginalization of writing centers as a service or campus resource.  There is little 
research focusing on the marginalization of a student service within student affairs to 
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which to draw from.  Without knowledge of how and why writing centers become 
marginalized, the administration may be limited in knowing how best to assist a writing 
center in reaching its potential — what writing centers could do for the university. 
Without an understanding of the issue, writing center personnel will have a difficult time 
overcoming their marginalization and reaching their full potential. Without knowledge of 
how and why marginalization happens, faculty and staff are limited in their ability to 
create partnerships that combine resources that meet the needs of the university 
community. Educators and leadership will not be able to reexamine or change how they 
use resources (financial, personnel, and space) or structures that can ultimately make a 
difference to the status of writing centers and help them achieve their potential  
The purpose of this qualitative case study will be to discover the structural forces 
behind how and why writing centers have become marginalized within higher education, 
and thus limiting the potential that their advocates envision, by examining the case of a 
particular writing center within a four-year comprehensive university located in the Mid-
Atlantic of the United States. To understand these dynamics, this single case study 
accounted for the perspectives of staff within and outside of its host division, including 
student and academic affairs senior leadership, faculty, and mid-level staff, and students. 
Interview data were supplemented with documents and physical artifacts to find evidence 
of structural and cultural issues that shape and influence writing centers. The study will 
help discover how and why administrators, faculty-administrators, and teaching faculty 
view writing centers the way they do and provide possible solutions moving forward to 
aid in reaching the Writing Center’s potential in student success and higher education. 
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Current Landscape of Writing Centers 
It is necessary to describe the current landscape of writing centers to help situate 
the case. Jill Gladstein and Brandon Fralix conducted a study on the current landscape of 
writing centers across the United States from 900 public 4-year and 2-year higher 
education institutions (National Census of Writing, 2013a). Gladstein and Fralix then 
compiled the data into an extensive database, titled the National Census of Writing, to 
provide a snapshot of writing centers within higher education. For this study, I selected to 
focus on the survey completed by 4-year institutions to provide context for the case 
study. The Census data aligns with Salem (2014) in that a majority of public research 
institutions have a writing center on their campus. In the survey, Gradstein and Fralix 
discovered that of 99% out of 679 4-year institutions, have either a writing center or a 
learning center with writing tutors (National Census of Writing [NCW], 2013b). The 
NCW revealed that 61% (n=613) of writing centers are part of another institutional unit. 
A follow-up question then focused on determining the institutional unit. The NCW found 
that 22% (n=376) of writing centers are a part of the English Department, 20% within a 
learning center. It was also reported that 14% of writing centers are part of the 
Rhetoric/Writing Program or Department, and 12% are part of the tutoring center on 
campus (NCW, 2013b). The study also sheds light on the institutional home of writing 
centers. 
 Where a writing center is housed can shed light on the organizational structure of 
a writing center and the university. The majority (31%) of writing centers (n=489) were 
an independent program (National Census of Writing [NCW], 2013b). However, it 
should be noted that the survey did not provide additional details of an independent 
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program. The NCW (2013b) revealed that the English Department was the institutional 
home of the writing center for 25% of the institutions. 18% of those who responded 
indicated that their writing center is housed within the Office of Chief Academic Officer, 
which was defined as the dean or provost of an institution (National Census of Writing, 
2013c). Thus, the National Census of Writing revealed that while many writing centers 
are independent programs, there is a trend to connect writing centers to learning centers 
and the English department. 
Since many writing centers are located within learning centers, it is necessary to 
highlight the National College Learning Center Association (NCLCA) 2014 Survey 
conducted by Marcia Toms, which can shed light on the administrative and 
organizational structures of learning centers. Toms (2016) surveyed 211 past and present 
NCLCA members. Toms’s survey revealed that 60% (n=150) of learning centers are 
affiliated with Academic Affairs, 23% are associated with Student Affairs, 14% are 
affiliated with a specific academic division, college or school, and 3% are associated with 
either Enrollment Services or a joint Academic-Student Affairs department.  
Returning to writing centers, the National Census of Writing sheds light on the 
administrative structures of writing programs and writing centers. The National Census of 
Writing [NCW] (2013b), reported that in most writing centers, 78% (n= 118), the writing 
center directors or learning center directors have a tenure-line that resides with the 
English Department. While 68% (n= 22) of solo administrators have an English 
Department tenure-line (NWC, 2013b). The Census reported that 38% (n=402) of writing 
center directors or learning center directors report to the chair of an academic department, 
while approximately 31% report to the chief academic officer, and approximately 25% 
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have a director that reports an associate dean or provost. The National Census of Writing 
reveals that the majority of writing centers are independent programs. However, many 
writing centers are affiliated with their university’s English Department or with 
Academic Affairs. However, the survey highlighted the writing center’s close association 
with learning centers. The NCLCA survey provided further details of learning centers to 
reveal that learning centers are housed or associated with either Student Affairs or 
Academic Affairs, albeit more with Academic Affairs. These two surveys demonstrate 
that writing centers and learning centers (with writing tutors) have some associations with 
Student Affairs and Academic-Student Affairs departments. Even so, they are, for the 
most part, still connected to Academic Affairs. 
Description and Setting of the Case 
The case in question is a writing center situated in a public research university 
referred to throughout this report using the pseudonym Mid-Atlantic State University1 
(MASU), accredited through the Southern Association of Colleges and Schools (Mid-
Atlantic State University [MASU], 2017a). Along with the main campus, located within 
an urban setting, there are three higher education centers located throughout the region 
and other distance learning sites (MASU, 2017a). The University has several divisions: 
Student Affairs, Academic Affairs, Human Resources, University Advancement, 
Research, and Administration and Finance (MASU, 2017b). The research site has several 
academic colleges: Arts and Letters, Business, Education, Engineering and Technology, 
 
1
 Throughout this manuscript, I have masked the institution and participants in several ways for the purpose 
of ensuring anonymity beyond the institutional pseudonym alone. For instance, I have modified division 
and center names to generic versions where appropriate and have rounded various enrollment statistics for 
the sake of anonymity I have replaced the names of authors and titles of institutional reports and documents 
with generic names for the same reason.  
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Health Sciences, Sciences, and Continuing Education and Professional Development as 
well as an Honor’s College (MASU, 2017b). The large-sized university has an enrollment 
of approximately 24,000 students, which is composed of roughly 20,000 undergraduate 
and 4,000 graduate students with a student-faculty ratio of 18 to 1 (MASU, 2017a). In 
terms of writing competency, all undergraduate students need to demonstrate writing 
competency by completing a set of required lower and upper-division writing courses 
(MASU, 2017c, p. 71). The Center is shaped by the specific context and population of the 
research site. 
The institution offers the services of a writing center to assist students with 
written assignments and other written communications.  The Writing Center at the 
research university is typical of writing centers across the country. According to Harris 
(1988/2017), writing centers are part of a writing program and serve the entire institution, 
but they differ in size, scope, staff, and services (para. 1). Like many writing centers, the 
Writing Center at the research university falls under the responsibility of the English 
Department (Writing@MASU, n.d.). The Center provides writing assistance to both 
graduate and undergraduate students (MASU, 2017d). According to the Writing Center’s 
handbook, undergraduate students use the center for a variety of reasons, such as if they 
need help with understanding the assignment, have weak thesis statements, need 
assistance with sentence structure, or need help with citations and documentation 
(Writing Center Director, 2012). On the other hand, graduate students generally need 
assistance in capstone courses, theses, or dissertations (Writing Center Director, 2012). 
Students may also use computers to work on assignments rather than receive tutorial 
assistance (Writing Center Director, 2012).  Students who attend often ask for 
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verification that they attended (MASU, n.d.). Students may ask for confirmation because 
their faculty member has made a visit a course requirement or extra credit. However, the 
Writing Center staff members discourage faculty from making visits required or for extra 
credit (MASU, n.d.). 
The Center is also typical in its leadership and staff. According to Leahy (1990) 
and the National Census of Writing (2013b), many directors teach courses or have course 
release and run the Center. In this case, the Writing Center Director splits responsibilities 
between teaching and overseeing the Center. The Director supervises between 10 and 12 
English Graduate Assistants, who are earning either their masters or doctoral degrees 
(MASU, n.d.). These graduate assistants serve as tutors for the Center (MASU, n.d.). The 
Center is the only place the general population of students can seek out assistance with 
writing. At the research site, there are other writing services, but they are designed to 
assist and meet the needs of specific populations, such as students who are taking English 
language classes (MASU, n.d.). Students enrolled in the transitional writing course 
(remedial/development writing) are encouraged to visit their transitional writing 
professor during review/peer editing sessions, which also acts as the professors’ office 
hours (Study hall digital sign, n.d.). Students participating in the federally funded Trio 
program are encouraged to attend tutoring sessions offered by Student Support Services. 
However, they may also schedule sessions with the University Writing center, unlike 
transitional writers.  
The writing center tutors assist students in all areas of the pre-writing, drafting, 
and revision process with an emphasis on higher-order concerns (MASU, 2017d). They 
provide online and in-person sessions to both enrolled undergraduate and graduate 
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students in all courses, not just composition or courses that heavily emphasize writing 
(MASU, 2017d).  
Research Questions 
The overall research questions for this study are: What are the organizational 
structures, cultural, political processes, and institutional practices that influence the role 
of the writing center at Mid-Atlantic State University (MASU)? How have these 
structures and practices hindered or helped this writing center reach its potential to be 
strategically leveraged to support broad institutional student success efforts in addition to 
integrated holistic writing?  
Sub-research questions.  
1. How do the views of the Writing Center differ among writing center staff, 
Academic Affairs and Student Affairs staff, and students? 
2. How do student use of and faculty/staff interactions with the Writing Center 
impact the Writing Center’s image on campus? 
3. How does the planning of campus initiatives regarding writing and writing 
support impact the Writing Center staff’s sense of involvement and 
empowerment at the university? 
4. How have the formal structures of the university influenced the Writing 
Center’s impact on campus? 
Significance of the Study 
This study will contribute to the current writing center and student affairs 
literature. A case study can provide insight into the organizational, cultural, or structural 
factors that influence writing centers. This study will extend the current literature by 
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examining writing center marginalization in depth at a specific institution, which can help 
shed light on how and why faculty and staff have different expectations of a writing 
center’s potential. A study exploring writing centers can help administrators and faculty 
see the writing center as more than just a place to help with writing skills. A study that 
addresses the problem of writing services and marginalization can help with 
understanding the processes and structures that may be at work more broadly in higher 
education in relation to the role of writing centers in higher education institutions. This 
study can provide a valuable opportunity to improve the lack of knowledge about what a 
writing center could do for students in terms of academic success.  
It is vital to understand writing center marginalization because while there may be 
support systems (academic coaching, mentoring, or tutoring services) in place for 
students, a writing center, in most cases, remains the only location on a college campus 
dedicated to writing assistance. Writing centers and the work that is done in them 
influence nearly every student who uses the center. Higher education has and is 
emphasizing “the role of critical thinking and writing in preparing students for the trifecta 
of academic success, the workplace, and life” (Blake Yancey, 2015, p. 2). Students need 
to meet workforce and academic expectations regarding writing. Written communication 
is connected throughout higher education, and the inability for students to communicate 
effectively could mean that a university may suffer lower attrition rates and fail to meet 
student success initiatives related to writing, reading, and critical thinking. A lack of 
knowledge about what writing centers can do may undercut university efforts to 
effectively manage resources allotted to serving the writing needs of students. Therefore, 
writing a center is an essential service for students, administrators, and faculty. A study 
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that focuses on this problem can help leadership understand how they can better utilize 
this support system in conjunction with their goals toward student success.  This research 
study could further showcase avenues for cross-divisional partnerships and help staff 
across various institutions make the most of effective educational practices and how they 
support students.  
Definition of Terms 
To help readers understand the research project, a few key terms will need to be 
defined. The terms are based on the researcher’s definitions.  
• Administrator: a person who has the position/title of Vice Provost or Vice 
President, Executive Director, Director, Assistant Director, or Coordinator 
within Student Affairs and Academic Affairs.  
• Faculty-Administrator: a person who has the position/title of Dean, Assistant 
Dean, or Department Chair.  These positions will be considered as faculty 
administrators since the primary function of their position is administrative, 
even though they hold faculty rank and may teach.  
• Faculty: teaching personnel, which may include tenure and non-tenure/adjunct 
faculty without administrative responsibilities.  
• Writing center: A unit or department within Academic Affairs or Student 
Affairs depending on the institution’s organizational chart. Writing centers 
could have human and fiscal resources, such as a budget and organizational 
structure, which are allocated to assist students in all stages of the writing 
process. There is a dedicated physical or virtual space where students can 
receive group or individual writing assistance. Writing center staff have been 
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trained in tutoring and composition pedagogy. The staff and the work done in 
the center are guided by a distinct vision, tutoring theory, or philosophy 
regarding composition. 
Chapter Summary 
This chapter presented the research problem and questions. It also covered the 
background that places the problem into context and the purpose of the study. This 
chapter also addressed the significance of the research project and the definitions of 
terms. Chapter 2 will contain a review of relevant literature related to the problem. The 
literature will focus on common research methodologies, writing center purpose and 
perceptions along with organizational, instructional, and cultural factors and models 
found within higher education literature. Chapter 3 will discuss the research methodology 
and procedures as well as a restatement of the research question and assumptions and 
delimitations of the study. The findings from the case study will be discussed in chapter 
4, and chapter 5 will contain a discussion of the findings, recommendations, limitations, 
and future research. 
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  CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
Given that “Every day, tens of thousands of students across the U.S. and around 
the world walk into (or go online for) their campus writing center” (Rafoth, 2010, pp. 
146-147), it is important to establish that many of these classes may be outside of 
freshman-level composition courses. For many students, writing centers are the only 
place a student can receive individual assistance with their writing process regardless of 
the class. Even with writing centers being found on nearly all college campuses, writing 
centers are often described as being on the margins of a university (Brannon & North, 
2000).  This description of being on the margins thus draws attention to writing center 
marginalization. 
 It is necessary to explore the current and relevant topics among writing center 
scholarship well as the organizational theories and models of higher education when 
addressing the problem of writing centers, its marginalization, and how they can reach 
their potential. To understand what processes may help or hinder writing centers, the 
significant areas of research discussed in this literature review are the assessment of the 
purpose of, the position of, and the collaborations with writing centers. Also discussed 
are organizational models, organizational culture, student-affairs-academic affairs 
collaboration, and case studies within Student Services. Studies focused on these aspects 
can help contextualize the problem and provide a basis for the study’s methodology. The 
literature reviewed provides background on the invisible and visible process/structures of 
institutional culture and organization along with their influence on units within a division 
and how writing center staff can have a better understanding of how they fit into the 
university rather than being on the margins. 
25 
 
Importance of Writing  
A primary concern of writing center studies and the field of higher education is 
the importance of writing.   
Writing as a course requirement. The importance of writing is evident in the 
fact that composition courses are and have been a major component in nearly every 
college curriculum for decades. In 1973, the editor of the journal College Composition 
and Communication commissioned a nation-wide survey to discover the status of English 
courses in higher education in the United States (Smith, 1974). The resulting report 
encouraged those in higher education to be aware of what is going on in the field of 
composition and to be involved in the decision-making process about institutional 
standards (Smith, 1974). Knowing the status of composition and wanting to beware of 
what is going on in the field, a group re-conducted Smith’s survey in 1998 to find out 
how the views had changed (Moghtader, Cotch, & Hague, 2001). While faculty, student 
outcomes, and pedagogy of English courses are subjects that are studied within the field 
of English, Smith’s and Moghtader et al.’s studies remain some of the few studies 
conducted on the status of English courses at the university-level nation-wide. In his 
study, Smith discovered that 76% of colleges had an English course requirement, but 
many had exemptions in place or equivalencies, which was an increase from prior years.  
Moghtader et al. found that while Smith predicted a decline in the college requirement; 
However, that was no longer the case in Moghtader et al.’s study. In fact, Moghtader et 
al. discovered that the presence and duration of a writing course requirement had 
increased in private and public institutions. The importance of writing is also present in 
the inclusion of developmental writing courses. Writing and composition are widely 
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considered the pre-requisite skills needed for success in higher education. Yet, for an 
increasing number of college applicants, writing and composition courses are exempted 
from this experience upon entry into college. Moghtader et al. (2001) found that despite 
more exemptions (AP credit, CLEP, etc.) for college-level composition courses in 1998 
than in 1973 for both public and private universities, there were more 
remedial/developmental writing courses being offered. In 1973, 42% of public 
universities offered remedial or developmental courses as opposed to the increase of 74% 
of institutions in 1998 (Moghtader et al., 2001). In a more recent study on remediation 
courses, Mansfield, Farris and Black (1991) noted that 30% of first-time students enrolled 
in at least one remedial course in 1989 while in 1995 and 2000, it decreased slightly to 
29% and 28% respectively (Snyder & Hoffman, 2001; cf. Relles & Tierney, 2013). The 
National Center for Education Statistics’ (2016) report revealed that from 2003-04 to 
2008-09, 28% and 33% of students enrolled in a 2-year and 4-year college, respectively, 
enrolled remedial within six years of attending college for the first time. These studies 
demonstrate the need for and the support of writing within higher education. 
Writing a necessary skill and component of student success. Writing has long 
been recognized as an essential component to collegiate student success because of its 
close association with the highly valued educational outcomes of critical thinking skills 
and learning gains (Emig, 1977). Writing aids in critical thinking and the learning process 
because it allows students to make connections, to learn from both the process and 
product and, like learning, it requires active participation. Writing then is an essential 
skill for college students. For instance, the National Commission on Writing (NCW), a 
long-standing initiative commissioned by the College Board, in calling for reform in 
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writing instruction, has argued that “fluency in writing has always been a fundamental 
aim of education” (NCW, 2006, p. 13).  The NCW experts argue that there is a strict but 
often overlooked connection among writing, learning, and critical thinking.  Indeed, that 
“writing, properly understood, is thought on paper… Writing is not simply a way for 
students to demonstrate what they know. It is a way to help them understand what they 
know” (NCW, 2006, p. 13). The benefits of writing, such as being able to express oneself 
and using it as a tool for learning and thinking, could be why the Association of 
American Colleges and Universities (AAC&U, 2011) indicated that writing and critical 
thinking are the top learning outcomes for college students. Writing is done in nearly 
every class in college, whether it is an essay or a test. For many, higher education has two 
purposes: to create well-round, prepared citizens and to provide students with skills for 
the workforce (Zecher Sutton, 2016).  Whether a college or university emphasizes liberal 
arts or workforce skills, writing is an important component in an academic and 
professional setting.   
Writing is a skill students can use in college and the workforce. Still, writing is 
also important to administrators within higher education because gains in writing 
performance are useful for monitoring student progress over time and so indicate good 
practices in undergraduate teaching and learning (Kuh, 2001). The relevance and 
importance of writing have been recognized within the influential college completion 
movement (Bailey & Smith Jaggars, 2016; Boylan, Calderwood, & Bonham, 2017) as an 
important indicator of students being college-ready. When researchers and practitioners 
want to look at college preparedness or understand more about incoming student 
expectations, they examine the types of writing assignments and the amount of writing 
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the students completed (Kuh, 2005), as one measure of how prepared students are for 
overall academic success. Researchers recognize writing as one measure of student 
outcome success, based on strong correlations of writing with other indicators of 
academic performance and GPA, for instance (Carini, Kuh, & Klein, 2006). Writing can 
help students make connections and see their thought process. It can also help 
administrators predict and determine academic progress.  
Writing is often included in various indices of student engagement measures. For 
instance, both the National Survey of Student Engagement ([NSSE], 2016) and the 
Center for Community College Student Engagement’s (CCSSE, 2016a) surveys included 
questions regarding the amount of writing for senior college students. Writing is an 
important element in components for assessing student engagement, such as active 
learning, feedback, and faculty-student interaction (Koljactic & Kuh, 2001). Within the 
CCSSE instrument, writing is an aspect of the academic challenge measurement scale 
(CCSSE, 2016b). The Faculty Survey of Student Engagement ([FSSE], 2015) also 
contained writing as a component of academic challenges and gains. Writing centers and 
other services can be an indicator of a supportive environment (FSSE, 2015). These 
studies support that writing is an important indicator in monitoring and predicting student 
engagement. Based on these engagement instruments, writing can be a measure of 
academic preparation and gains, how challenged students are in the classroom, and how 
and how often they interact with faculty. The NSSE and the FSSE are two 
complementary, nationally recognized surveys that current students and faculty respond 
to on a broad scale nationally.  Thus, they are good indicators of current perceptions and 
values of both students and faculty. 
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Writing as a component of high-impact practices.  To underscore the salience 
of writing within higher education’s student success initiatives, in recent work stemming 
from engagement notions and measures, writing-intensive courses have been identified as 
one of a few particularly high-impact practices (Kuh, 2008) in higher education today. 
When it comes to student success, initiatives like high-impact practices are programs and 
courses that address a range of student success factors such as retention, persistence, 
engagement, critical thinking, and personal growth (Kuh, 2008). Many other high-impact 
practices, such as first-year student success courses, undergraduate research, and 
capstone projects, involve writing in some form (Riehle & Weiner, 2013). Writing is a 
fundamental skill and can be an indicator of student academic gains. But, as a component 
of high impact practices (Riehle & Weiner, 2013), writing is a way not only to gauge 
learning and thinking but also serves to engage students in the learning process. Writing 
aids students in making connections with peers and faculty.  
Writing serves to increase and demonstrate the time and effort students put into 
their academic work. When discussing high-impact practices, many practitioners and 
researchers focus on just a few of the 20 or more practices identified by researchers 
(Hatch, Crisp, & Wesley, 2016; see also Brownell & Swaner, 2009; Kilgo, Ezell Sheets, 
& Pascarella, 2015; Kuh, 2008; McMahan, 2015). Given the long list of potential high-
impact practices, it is arguably time to look more closely at different services and 
programs that contribute to high-impact practice regardless of the form they take. In 
practical terms, it is extremely challenging to operationalize and ascertain the extent and 
nature of what writing-intensive coursework means. Therefore, for a good reason, there is 
little literature on this intervention as a high-impact practice compared to others on Kuh’s 
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(2008) list. Arguably, the writing center is among the most apparent places on campus 
that support students in realizing the potential of other promising practices (including 
undergraduate research, capstone papers, among others) and any of the multitude of 
courses that require written assignments.  
Writing Center Assessment  
Much of the literature on writing centers focus on what methods are currently in 
place to assess their efficacy or why assessment is needed in the first place. In “How are 
we doing? A review of assessments within writing centers,” Gofine (2012) studied 
various writing center studies dealing with assessment methods. In her literature review, 
Gofine discovered that the purposes of assessments are to show that writing centers are 
helping students and providing proof to the administration that writing centers are 
valuable. Gofine acknowledged that writing center assessment studies focused solely on 
both qualitative and quantitative studies. She pointed out that many of the studies she 
examined used descriptive statistics while a few applied correlation methods to show the 
impact of frequency of visits on grades, GPA, or retention. With quantitative studies, 
validity was a concern considering the mismatch of what writing centers focus on (the 
process) and what is assessed (the final grade). Gofine argued that the challenges and 
limitations to effective assessment in writing centers resulted from study design and 
ethics, such as denying of services, and the unfamiliarity with quantitative methodology. 
To address these issues, Gofine recommended more cohesion and fine-tuning regarding 
what writing center assessment focuses on and the use of different methodologies to 
address issues of validity.  
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A similar literature review of writing center assessment studies also revealed 
common methodologies. Whereas Gofine (2012) included studies from the United States, 
Hoon (2009) focused on Malaysian writing centers. Hoon’s literature review revealed 
that Malaysian writing center results might not be similar to the studies conducted in 
North America due to cultural and institutional differences. However, Hoon’s review 
aligns with Gofine in the finding that assessment is used to justify service and that many 
of the assessment studies focus on grades, writing improvement, and student experiences. 
Both reviews demonstrated that writing center assessments are solely quantitative or 
qualitative (Gofine, 2012; Hoon 2009), although there are fewer quantitative studies 
(Bielinska-Kwapisz, 2015; Gofine 2012). These systematic literature reviews provide an 
overview of the various types of methodologies being used when studying writing 
centers. The literature on assessment not only provides insight into how writing centers 
are studied but also on why they are studied.  
One area of focus common to writing center assessment is showing the 
effectiveness of writing centers. Thompson’s (2006) article demonstrated that assessment 
is used to show staff how effective their writing centers and to show how assessments are 
to show others how effective writing centers can be. The benefits of using a writing 
center are well documented whether it is grade improvement (Bielinska-Kwapisz, 2015; 
Clark, 1985), confidence (Carino & Enders, 2001; Johnson, Ott, & Drager, 2015; Rafoth, 
2010), or writing skills (Johnson et al., 2015).  For instance, Williams and Takaku (2011), 
found that writing center visitations help improve writing self-efficacy. Even with the 
assessment literature revealing the benefits of writing centers, there are concerns with 
writing center assessment and writing efficacy. Jones (2001) argued that there are issues 
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with validity and reliability because no two writing centers are the same. Jones also 
commented that it is difficult to gain empirical evidence because of the various factors 
that go into writing performance. Jones (2001) conceded that “the testimony of students 
who report more ease and self-confidence with the writing process, who ask more concise 
and pointed questions” is evidence that writing centers are beneficial (p. 18). Both Carino 
and Enders’s (2001) quantitative, correlation study and Rafoth’s essay (2010) noted that 
writing center consultations have a positive effect on a student’s self-confidence. 
Ultimately, the research on assessment and the benefits of writing centers align with 
Leahy’s (1990) statement that tutoring provides confidence and writing skill strategies. 
Together the studies on assessment literature provide not only an idea of the purpose of 
assessment but also what methods are lacking in writing center research.  
To date, the literature on writing centers, apart from scholarly essays and 
literature reviews, have typically depended on either quantitative or qualitative 
methodologies exclusively (Bielinska-Kwapisz, 2015; Gofine, 2012).  In recent years, 
researchers have incorporated mixed methods (Bredtmann, Crede, & Otten, 2011; Brizee, 
Sousa, & Discroll, 2012; Follett, 2016).  These studies demonstrate the need for multiple 
and complementary methods for understanding a writing center, how it is perceived, its 
purpose, or its role in student development beyond grades or writing improvement. This 
is a perspective I ascribed to when I conducted the current study. 
What is the Purpose of Writing Centers? 
Another major area of focus within writing center literature addresses the purpose 
of writing centers. This theme is directly or indirectly referred to during discussions of 
expectations, pedagogy, training, assessment, and the connection to Writing-Across-the-
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Curriculum (WAC) and Writing in Disciplines (WID). This recurrence of exploring the 
purpose of writing centers reveals a desire to reexamine what writing centers can and 
cannot do while drawing attention to long-held beliefs and perceptions. For instance, 
when discussing expectations, researchers shed some light on the function of a writing 
center (Crowley, 2001; Hayward, 1983). There is often a disconnect between students 
and writing center staff and expectations and perception that it is a fix-it shop (Boquet, 
1999; Crowley, 2001; Flood, 2002; Hayward, 1983; Hedengren, 2014). Using surveys 
and interviews, Crowley’s study (2001) examined ESL students’ perception of their 
writing at Wright State University. Crowley discovered tutors and students differ on what 
they will cover in the session, such as higher-order concerns versus lower-order 
concerns—or development versus grammar and mechanics, respectively.  
Crowley (2001) pointed out that it cannot be assumed that ESL students may not 
view writing centers as fix-it shops when they want to focus on grammar. Rather, 
students may ask for examples or be unable to express what they want to focus on during 
the session. To bridge the gap in expectations, Crowley recommended that composition 
and ESL instructors explain to students writing center conference expectations. Even with 
this caveat, the idea that a writing center is perceived as a “fix-it” shop is a common 
misconception, which many writing center professionals must combat (Boquet, 1999; 
Hedengren, 2014; Flood, 2002).  North (1984) remarked on this misunderstanding. He 
stated, “[f]or whatever reasons writing centers have gotten mostly this kind of press, have 
been represented-or misrepresented-more often as fix-it shops than in any other way” 
(North, 1984, p. 436). One reason for this misconception is based on the reason why 
writing centers came into existence. Writing centers began to help at-risk or under-
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prepared students. Still, they were “too often viewed from the outside as little more than 
remedial services or ‘fix it’ clinics where students memorized comma rules and mended 
fragments” (Harris, 1988/2017, para. 10). Even faculty members have different 
expectations for what should take place within a writing center. For instance, Hayward’s 
(1983) quantitative study of English faculty and writing center staff demonstrated that 
faculty who teach composition classes believe that writing centers should focus on 
secondary composition goals (such as grammar, mechanics). Hayward discovered that 
punctuation and grammar were two important reasons to refer a student to the writing 
center while writing center staff placed that much lower on the scale of importance.  
The purpose of writing centers is also incorporated into the discussion on writing 
center pedagogy. Salem’s (2016) essay on why students visit the writing center 
highlighted writing center pedagogy. According to Salem (2016),  
Orthodox writing center pedagogies for working with grammar and correctness 
are similarly slanted toward privileged students. Treating grammar/correctness as 
a "lower order" or "later order" concern, means that frequently we do not address 
grammar much (or at all) in our tutoring sessions (p. 163).  
Often, writing center professionals strive to focus on higher-order concerns like 
organization and theses, which are described as “primary goals of composition” 
(Hayward, 1983, p. 8).  The goals of composition are connected to what a student focuses 
on during his or her writing conference. For example, the idea that writing centers focus 
on the process rather than the product (Breuch, 2002). The issues of what to focus on 
bring up the connection to Writing-Across-Curriculum (WAC) and Writing in the 
Disciplines (WID).  
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With WAC and WID, writing is infused at various levels of a student’s education, 
which aims to help students become comfortable with writing in and beyond college. For 
instance, according to the National Council of Teachers of English (NCTE, 2013), WAC 
“emphasizes the role writing can play in learning… Writing in the Disciplines… helps 
students behave as apprentice writers in that discipline” (para. 2). In other words, writing 
and the benefits of writing are infused in nearly every course to help students learn how 
to write in the various forms and styles of their field or industry. Given that the purpose 
of writing centers is to help improve writers, they are often tied to WAC because “[w]hen 
a WAC program works with or through a writing center, there is a visible focus, a focal 
point, a place for writing on campus, a center for writing” (Harris, 2000, p. 111). Even 
with this positive and logical connection, there are issues with this association.  
Some researchers focused on these negative associations. Pemberton (1995) noted 
that writing center tutors might not have enough knowledge about specific disciplines and 
writing styles. Pemberton focused on how WAC and writing centers can work together.  
Pemberton focused on what he called conscious myopia, which essentially involves 
faculty and writing center staff selecting to ignore any problems involving pedagogy or 
who are the writing “experts” when dealing with WID. Pemberton (1995) also focused on 
the myth of disciplinarity, which focuses on how faculty members impart the various 
practices and discourse of their discipline onto the student. Pemberton (1995) argued that 
“undergraduate WAC courses, no matter how well-intentioned, do not and will not offer 
students the opportunity to participate in disciplinary conversations” (p. 121). Therefore, 
Pemberton argued that since students will not write like experts and instructors will not 
expect them to, writing center professionals do not have to worry about addressing them 
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in students’ texts. To address these issues, students and tutors can find a balance of 
authority; Writing centers allowed for “the opportunity for questions and advice (on the 
tutor's part) and considered judgment (on the student's part)” (Pemberton, 1995, p.125). 
Likewise, Dinitz and Howe (1989) also addressed the issues surrounding WAC and 
writing centers.  
Based on their personal experiences and observations, Dinitz and Howe (1989) 
noticed pedagogical problems.  Dinitz and Howe discussed the idea of three models for 
writing centers and WAC. First, one model requires students to attend writing center 
sessions. However, in their discussion, Dinitz and Howe (1989) brought up the notion of 
the tutors’ level of knowledge in the subject area and the idea that students focus on the 
product and what they call “the ‘fix-it’ mentality” (p. 47). The second WAC model 
involves assigning tutors to specific classes. However, this model also has problems 
related to cost, scheduling, and an overreliance on tutors (Dinitz & Howe, 1989). Finally, 
Dinitz and Howe discussed the peer group critiques model for WAC, in which the 
students conduct a peer review with their classmates. While there are benefits of 
incorporating writing into the curriculum via WAC, these studies highlight the 
disadvantages. How others view the purpose of a writing center shows how they are 
connected to the overall institution. This section of the literature review serves to 
demonstrate that many sources often include the “fix-it” shop mentality, which stresses 
the narrow focus or purpose of writing centers. A study that addresses writing centers’ 
untapped potential adds to the literature on the purpose of writing centers since the study 
provides suggestions for expanding the scope or purpose of how a writing center is 
traditionally defined.  
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What is the Position of Writing Centers? 
Another pervading theme among studies regarding writing centers is the position 
of a writing center within the organizational structure of the university. Writing center 
research has a long history of highlighting their position within the institution while 
researchers are examining other aspects of writing centers. According to Carino (1995), 
writing centers can trace their origins from the open admissions initiatives of the 1970s. 
Since that time, the position of writing centers within higher education institutions and 
writing center staff perceptions have been discussed in the literature. In his landmark 
essay, North (1984) mentioned that writing center staff often feel as though they are of a 
lower status within the institution. Hayward’s (1983) study on expectations further 
reflected this status since he suggested it stems from faculty and student expectations. 
Simpson (1985) noted that writing center staff must talk and work with the administration 
regarding how others can view writing center staff as professionals in their field, the 
working conditions for writing center directors, and the operation of a center.  Simpson 
acknowledged that writing centers are being accepted as part of the academy by faculty 
and staff, and she commented that the “isolation of individual writing centers has ended” 
(Simpson, 1985, p. 35). George and Grimm’s essay (1990) found that many writing 
centers are influential on their campuses. George and Grimm argued that with a move to 
a more centralized position, perhaps moving out of the English department, writing 
centers would lose their emphasis on individualized instruction. While George and 
Grimm questioned how new responsibilities would influence writing centers’ role in the 
overall hierarchy of their institution and place on campus, they did highlight the need for 
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writing centers to expand their scope. These studies outline the argument that writing 
centers and what they do are being incorporated into the university.   
Even though writing center researchers and scholars have been addressing writing 
centers’ favorable position within various colleges, studies conducted around this same 
time frame stress the fact that marginalization was an issue. For instance, in his essay, 
Stay (1992) draws attention to the belief that some argue that not all writing centers are 
marginalized at their institution. However, Stay still acknowledged that many directors 
and writing center professionals still feel they are marginalized. For Stay, a large part of 
this marginalization is related to the close connection between writing centers and the 
English Department, whether it is a lack of tenure status or the connection to 
composition. To fight marginalization, writing center professionals, in Stay’s opinion, 
need to find a way to serve the whole institution, not just English or composition 
students, and they need to speak up about what they can offer the institution. Simpson et 
al. (1994) also addressed the issue of a writing center position, albeit from the conflicts 
between writing centers and larger institutional goals.  
One article focused on a conversation between the three scholars. In the article, 
Braye acknowledged that writing centers exist “because there was no place in the 
institution, or in the spaces sanctioned by the institution, to do what centers attempt… but 
this means that centers, at some level, were (are?) beating against the institutional 
current” (Simpson, Braye, & Boquet, 1994, p. 66).  Simpson commented that writing 
center professionals should question the connection between writing centers and English 
departments.  Therefore, Simpson aligned with George and Grimm (1990) in that writing 
centers should be outside of the English department. In Simpson et al. (1994), Simpson 
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suggested that the goals of a center are not different from that of the larger institution. 
Simpson et al. highlighted the misconceptions on the part of administration and faculty 
toward writing center work. Grimm (1996) also noted that writing centers have a lower 
status within the institutional hierarchy, which North (1984) expressed in his article.  
Grimm contributed this lower status to the fact that “the work of the writing center is not 
integrated theoretically or structurally within the intellectual work of the university” (p. 
524). Grimm’s article addressed this lower position, but he offered recommendations to 
help alleviate this lower position. Some of Grimm’s advice aligns with earlier scholars in 
that writing center professionals should let go of cultural beliefs, understand the history 
of writing centers and past influences, and that writing center professionals should focus 
their change efforts on themselves. Grimm also aligned with Stay’s (1992) argument that 
in order to not be viewed in a subservient position, writing center professionals should 
speak up and share what they are doing with others. When examining writing centers’ 
position within the organizational structure of a university, it is important to include how 
the writing center professionals view their position.  
When discussing their position at a university, writing center professionals have 
brought up the center’s relationship with other departments and colleagues. Sunstein 
(1998) focused on how a writing center defines itself; Writing centers, “[d]evelop a lack 
of boundaries,” are “hidden between institutional budget lines” and have to find evidence 
to justify the presence of writing centers (Sunstein, 1998, p. 22).  Sunstein (1998) 
remarked that “we allow our centers to mold themselves to our institutional needs. And 
that too presents a problem because we must define ourselves to our colleagues in more 
academic, ‘fixed’ places of our institutions” (pp. 8-9). In the 1980s and 1990s, writing 
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center professionals were coming into their own, so it makes sense that they were 
questioning their status within the institution. As noted by Ianetta et al. (2006), 
contemporary researchers debate a writing center’s position.  
Even with more contemporary scholars, the issue of a writing center’s position at 
the university is still being addressed—this time in terms of authority and director 
position. In terms of Writing Program Administrators (WPA) and Writing Center 
Directors (WCD), “viewing WCDs as WPAs builds connections between local 
knowledge and the wider community of scholar-teachers in and out of writing center” 
(Ianetta et al., 2006, p. 37). The position of a writing center within the institution also 
brings up issues surrounding how writing center staff and researchers feel about their 
position and authority. For instance, in their analysis of North’s “Idea of a Writing 
Center,” Boquet and Lerner (2008) revealed that many researchers use North’s idea that 
writing center professionals need to change how faculty in English see them as an 
example of invoking change. However, Boquet and Lerner commented that it has not 
been enough to create actual change, which is evident in the recurrence of the position 
and purpose of the writing center being addressed. 
The writing center’s position is also discussed when studies focus on the status of 
faculty and writing center professionals. For instance, in a recent paper, Geller and Denny 
(2013) continued the tradition of drawing attention to the status of writing centers by 
focusing on the status of writing center professionals. Geller and Denny explored the 
experiences of administrative professionals and tenure-track faculty who work as writing 
center professionals (WCPs). In other words, Geller and Denny focused on full and part-
time writing center directors. The status of writing centers was evident in both types of 
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WCPs’ desire for respect and collegiality within the academic colleges and the 
institution.  Geller and Denny discovered that the majority of WCPs felt they were on the 
outside of the academy According to Geller and Denny's study, this feeling contributed to 
WCP's lack of participation in conversation and traditions of the academic college, such 
as publishing and research. Geller and Denny also argued that the lack of participation on 
the part of the WCPs contributes to their marginalization within the institution. 
When it comes to writing centers’ position, issues surrounding university budgets 
and the feelings of a need to validate the work done in writing centers are often addressed 
(Grutsch McKinney, 2013; Lape, 2012; Sunstein, 1998). Even though Carter (2009) 
focused on the rhetorical spaces within writing centers, Carter commented on the 
validation systems of legitimizing writing center work.  Along this same line, Lape 
(2012) explored writing center budgets and the value of writing centers as areas that can 
provide legitimization. Lape’s (2012) article echoed concerns of writing center 
professionals: being expendable due to budget cuts (Grutsch McKinney, 2013; Sunstein, 
1998). Grutsch McKinney (2013) equated marginalization with invisibility. Invisibility 
means writing centers are “vulnerable to uncertain budget cuts, staffing, and location” 
(Perdue and James as cited in Grutsch McKinney, 2013, p. 39).  According to Lape 
(2012), writing centers need to prove their value by showing quantifiable data. While not 
addressing the position of writing centers specifically, Devet (2011), highlighted how 
others overlook the writing center and what they can offer, and went back to the idea of 
that writing center personnel have to share what they know about the writing process.  
More than merely sharing information, Lape (2012) suggested using a value-
added cultural appeal, which “uses qualitative evidence grounded in an understanding of 
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the writing culture and the mission of the institution to (re)imagine the worth of the 
writing center” (para. 5). Lape encouraged writing center staff to use this method to help 
them receive financial support and enter conversations about budgets.  Previous research 
has established that writing centers are often not considered an integral part of overall 
university concerns. A study on the organizational or cultural processes influencing 
writing centers assists staff within and outside of a writing center with how to become 
organizationally or culturally integrated into the fabric of the institution. 
How are Writing Centers Changing on College Campuses? 
The literature from the previous sections draws attention to the idea that writing 
centers professionals need to actively participate and rethink long-standing traditions and 
roles to change how others perceive writing centers. In their article analyzing North’s 
“Idea of a Writing Center,” Boquet and Lerner (2008) reasoned that for a change to a 
writing center’s status to occur, writing centers should not be considered separate from 
the classroom. Writing center professionals must “go beyond mere assertions of identity” 
(Boquet & Lerner, 2008, p. 185).  Part of the issue with a writing center’s identity is 
connected to what Grutsch McKinney (2013) called the grand narrative of writing centers 
in her book on the narratives that shape a writing center’s work and its identity. Grutsch 
McKinney called for writing center professionals to resist this narrative.  
 The first part of this narrative focuses on the common perception that writing 
centers are home-like, which emphasizes the influence of the physical space of a writing 
center. The physical space and the environment can impact how faculty, staff, and 
students perceive the writing center. This space is conducive to one-to-one interaction 
while providing a safe and welcoming atmosphere. However, describing the center as a 
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home does present some underlying challenges. Some questions are the brought up are 
“whose home… [and] “For whom is it comfortable?” (Grutsch McKinney, 2013, p. 25). 
Thus, these questions echo the debate on where a center should be placed within the 
institution: inside or outside the English department or academic college.  
To change faculty perceptions, the design of a writing center may have to change.  
Other than changing the physical space, Grutsch McKinney (2013) suggested that 
administrators and writing center staff must change their idea of teaching and learning. 
While not about writing centers, Bass (2012) examined learning practices, particularly 
high-impact practices, in his discussion of the problem of learning and teaching in higher 
education. These practices are not a part of the curriculum of the classroom, but they still 
influence student learning. Because students are learning in and out of the classroom, 
Bass suggested that higher education should expand its concept of teaching. This idea of 
teaching plays into the second part of the grand narrative. According to Grutsch 
McKinney (2013), writing centers do not have the common elements found in 
classrooms, such as teachers, lessons, or grades. Grutsch McKinney suggested that some 
writing center professionals use the status of marginalization to their advantage as a way 
to push against the grand narrative.  
By being on the margins, writing centers can expand and gain new learning and 
teaching strategies. Likewise, Brannon and North (2000) argued for writing centers to see 
their marginalization as a strength in their article on the viability of writing centers. 
Writing center personnel should create a rhetoric of marginality to reinvent itself and to 
build a connection to the broader institution to “remain en(viable), while defining new 
ways what it means to be viable” (Brannon & North, 2000, p. 12).  Within higher 
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education, administrators and faculty should design ways to connect and expand the 
learning that takes place in and out of the classroom in places like the university writing 
center. The literature on how to change the narrative of writing centers hints at a shift in 
how writing center professionals approach their work and purpose. One area that writing 
center professionals are being to examine is retention, graduating, and other student 
success indicators.  
Retention. More recent studies are beginning to include a connection between 
writing centers and retention.  For instance, Carino and Enders’s (2001) correlation study 
focused on student satisfaction and writing centers. While the main aim of the study was 
on satisfaction, Carino and Enders found significance between the number of visits and 
increased student confidence and perception of improved writing ability. It is in their 
discussion of improved confidence that Carino and Enders made a connection between 
the work of writing centers and retention. This connection is the result of a link between 
confidence, self-esteem, and a positive impact on student success (Kuh, Kinzie, Buckley, 
Bridges, & Hayek, 2006). Carino and Enders’s study demonstrated that more needs to be 
researched regarding the impact that writing tutors have on students, and how studies 
must consider the local context of the center.  While not on writing centers, Deming 
(1986) focused on peer tutoring and the teaching of writing, a common component of the 
work done in writing centers while making a connection to retention as an implication of 
the results. Peer tutors rely on peer influence (Gebhardt as cited in Deming, 1986). 
Furthermore, peer tutors share common experiences with their tutees that will ultimately 
help the tutees. The process helps students analyze their papers, question writing 
approaches, and reflect on their writing process. Deming suggested that peer tutoring 
45 
 
provides students with understanding the values and discourse of a specific field or 
industry, which will help prepare them for life after college. Deming discussed the 
various training components for writing tutors, such as questioning techniques, approach 
(classroom or out of classroom training), and tutor evaluations. Peer tutoring offers a 
reciprocal relationship with both tutor and writer benefiting from collaborative learning. 
While studies make a case for writing centers, the teaching of writing, and a connection 
to retention, retention comes off as an element of or an afterthought of writing center 
work; however, some researchers focusing specifically on retention.   
Rather than referring to retention while mainly focusing on some aspects (tutors, 
visits, student satisfaction) of writing center research, Wallace and Simpson (1991) 
specifically addressed the connection between writing centers and retention. Through 
peer interactions in the writing center, students can receive academic support and secure a 
connection to their university.  Wallace and Simpson posited that writing center directors 
needed to address the factors that influence student retention, such as academic culture 
and navigating and understanding university policies during training sessions. Thus, 
Wallace and Simpson commented that peer writing tutors help increase student 
confidence, provide knowledge about the institution, and provide academic support. 
Wallace and Simpson further commented on how writing centers can collaborate with 
other offices or services on campus, such as advising, orientation, or first-year/success 
courses as ways to start early interventions and distribute information about the writing 
center. Wallace and Simpson concluded that writing center directors should look at the 
bigger picture and keep larger institutional retention goals in mind. Griswold (2003) also 
explicitly focused on retention and writing centers. Throughout his discussion, Griswold 
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noted how writing centers provided academic support and a connection to the institution. 
Griswold argued that writing centers allow students opportunities to learn outside of the 
classroom and provide interaction with campus staff and peers 
Retention is also discussed in studies that address writing instruction. For 
instance, using Tinto’s theory of retention, Powell (2009) emphasized the fact that 
frequent interaction with faculty is a key component in the retention of students. She 
argued that first-year instructors like those who teach first-year composition should be 
paying attention to retention efforts within their university because these efforts influence 
the students in their classroom. Powell (2009) suggested that composition faculty should 
join retention conversations. According to Powell, composition faculty members have a 
better understanding of the needs of first-year undergraduate students since the first-year 
composition is a universal requirement, and they work with them one-on-one. Poziwilko 
(1997) wrote an article in the Writing Lab Newsletter, describing a conversation that 
resulted from her reading her clients’ paper as a way to discuss tutor-client interactions.  
She included the idea of the benefits of interaction and the need for those traditionally not 
included in the discussion of retention to join the conversation. Poziwilko relayed her 
personal experiences to show how tutor-client interactions add retention efforts. She 
supported her claim that writing centers help with student retention by relying on 
Simpson’s (1985) article that focused on the factors that influence retention and its 
connection to writing centers. For instance, Poziwilko commented on how writing centers 
provide academic assistance, which is a key component in student retention. She also 
concluded that writing center tutors could assist students in developing a sense of self, 
identity, and self-esteem during a time when those aspects of a student are being 
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developed and explored.  Including retention within writing center literature lays a 
foundation for an argument that writing centers are connected to student success.  
Some researchers are addressing the writing center-student success connection. 
For instance, Webster (2015) specifically mentioned how the assessment of her university 
writing center includes aspects of student retention.  While not on retention, Pfrenger, 
Blaisman, and Winter (2017) focus on how their writing. Recently, Ruecker (2017) 
compiled a book focusing on writing centers and writing programs’ role in persistence 
and retention by focusing on collaborative partnerships, the importance of first-year 
composition for college students, and how embedded writing mentors can aid with 
student engagement. These sources provide a foundation to support the idea that writing 
centers may have untapped potential and could contribute to campus-wide efforts student 
success because of their student-centeredness (a focus on students and peer interaction) 
and emphasis on teaching and collaborative learning.  The little literature on retention and 
writing centers show this area is still underdeveloped by researchers. One area that is not 
underdeveloped, which also showcases how writing centers are adapting, is the idea of 
collaborating with writing centers. 
Collaboration. The work done in writing centers allows for different 
opportunities for partnerships. The idea of writing center collaboration is exemplified in 
Wallace and Simpson’s (1991) anthology of how writing centers can adapt and change 
and how they are still redefining themselves. Wallace and Simpson advocated for writing 
center and advising collaboration. This same area of collaboration was the main issue 
addressed in Faber and Avadikian’s (2002) quantitative study about writing centers and 
advising program partnerships. Faber and Avadikian argued that writing-in-the-
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disciplines, writing centers, and advising share common issues and learning 
opportunities. Faber and Avadikian argued writing centers, like advising services, help 
students to navigate through their college experiences. Like Simpson, Faber and 
Avadikian saw a connection between writing centers and academic advising, which 
involves mentoring, helping students become active participants, and helping students 
understand their academic discipline.  While these studies feature writing centers 
partnering with advising programs, most of the studies on partnerships focus on the 
writing centers’ connection to another similar program on the college campus.  When 
examining partnerships, most studies focus on writing centers and libraries (Cooke & 
Bledsoe, 2008; Ferer, 2012; Elmborg, 2006; Mahaffy, 2008; Olsson & Bindler, 2016). 
Writing center and library partnerships are common because the two units often share a 
similar space (Ferer 2012); and assist students in the writing process, in the research 
process, and in avoiding plagiarism (Cooke & Bledsoe, 2008; Ferer, 2012; Olsson & 
Bindler, 2016). The avenues of collaboration between the library and the writing center 
are often limited to co-presenting workshops and the marketing of each other services 
(Cooke & Bledsoe, 2008; Elmborg, 2006; Ferer, 2012). Other areas of collaboration 
include having a librarian in the writing center and having a writing tutor work in the 
library (Cooke & Bledsoe, 2008; Elmborg, 2006; Mahaffy, 2008; Olsson & Bindler, 
2016). In his article on writing center and library partnerships, Ferer (2012) focused on 
best practices for how libraries and writing centers can collaborate by reviewing the 
literature on these two areas. Ferer found that collaboration between the two units allows 
for more knowledgeable student staff, reduces student frustration, and can show the value 
of their work to the administration.  In a study designed to uncover ways to help students 
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write better papers, Cooke & Bledsoe (2008) determined that librarians and writing 
centers could serve as a one-stop-shop for students with writing and research help.  
This one-stop-shop idea often came about when the librarians and writing center 
staff shared a space. For instance, in her article on expanding the services of a library and 
writing center beyond their fixed location on campus, Mahaffy (2008) analyzed two 
approaches to collaboration. First, the use of librarians in the writing center and writing 
center sessions taking place in the library. In the first approach, students used the services 
of the librarian for citations and research related questions. However, Mahaffy found that 
staff members could discuss their work with each other and its connection to student 
success. With the second approach, Mahaffy noticed an increase in the use of this service 
by students, but there were still issues with limited space, privacy, and an increased noise 
level. More than just working in a shared space together, in his article, on the 
interconnectedness of information literacy and writing, Elmborg (2006) argued that 
writing center staff and librarians could archive the history of the writing center and 
publish work together. While Elmborg argued for more staff development, much of the 
forms of collaboration focused on helping students with their papers or their research. 
Aligning with Grutsch McKinney (2013), Boquet and Lerner (2008), and Bass (2012), 
Elmborg (2006) urged the library and writing center staff to take a second look at how 
they define their jobs and place in the academy. While there seems to be a desire for 
library and writing center researchers to expand the use of the writing center, the 
common area of research focuses mainly on library collaborations.  
One challenge for writing centers, based on the literature, is whom they should 
collaborate with on campus. While the library is a logical choice based on physical 
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proximity and similar objectives, there could be other areas of collaboration that remain 
unexplored. Having examined writing centers’ purpose, position, and the changing view 
of their status and image on campus, I will now examine how the university faculty and 
administrators have approached assisting students with their writing. 
 What are Some Alternative Approaches to Writing Assistance? 
Writing centers have been a staple on many college campuses. Nonetheless, other 
studies demonstrated that universities are using different approaches to help improve 
student writing and increase course pass rates. Supplemental instruction and the 
decentralization of tutoring services are fundamental to how colleges and universities are 
assisting students with writing improvement. By drawing on the concept of decentralizing 
tutoring, Smith (1986) discussed decentralizing writing centers during a time when a few 
researchers and scholars, such as Chase (1985), were specifically addressing the 
decentralization of writing centers. In her essay, Smith (1986) pointed out how two 
institutions are currently embedding tutors into composition courses. Smith argued that 
writing center practices and pedagogy conflict with writing-across-the-curriculum. She 
commented on the tensions that arise between the two pedagogies. Namely, how writing 
center tutors must be able to assist with various pedagogies, to work within the 
conventions of subjects they are unfamiliar with while WAC faculty may feel burdened 
or overwhelmed by having to teach writing (Smith, 1986). When it comes to helping 
undergraduate students, researchers. and practitioners bring up the issue of how or who 
can better assist students in their discussions.  
The idea of who is better able to assist students arises when researchers discuss 
writing-in-the-disciplines. While not specifically on the concept of decentralized writing 
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centers, in his case study, Griffin (2001) described how his colleagues created a writing 
center in their School of Business. He focused on this innovation to illustrate how 
business writing center tutors are better situated to assist business students with their 
specific writing needs. Griffin suggested that business writing center tutors, unlike 
English major/liberal arts tutors, can bring discipline-level knowledge that can help 
address the professional audience. These tutors, according to Griffin, also provide 
students with the necessary business writing conventions for the course and non-course 
related writing.  Griffin noted how writing centers are situated between students and 
faculty but remarked that business writing centers are more effective with student-faculty 
interactions given that the professional workplace must be considered. Griffin concluded 
that institutions need to see business writing centers as equal with business teaching 
faculty and that writing centers need to see themselves as colleagues of business faculty 
given that both help students become familiar with business conventions. Griffin's article, 
while focusing on how business writing centers, does bring up questions about the 
efficacy of business students using their university writing center. Specifically, the issue 
of if the university center is the best place to meet the needs of specific populations of 
students or if students are better served if the writing assistance or writing tutoring was 
moved into specific academic colleges. These studies demonstrate that many colleges and 
universities use various approaches to assist students, which may go beyond receiving 
assistance in a specific set location or which may involve approaching disciplinary 
writing in a different way other than the general campus writing center.    
Why use supplemental instruction in composition? Supplemental instruction is 
touted as a way to meet students where they are: in the classroom. It is often that case that 
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supplemental instruction (SI) pedagogies and theories are applied to high-risk courses. 
High-risk courses are courses in which students have a higher risk of earning a grade of D 
or F, withdraw or incomplete (high DFWI rates)—such as chemistry, biology, and 
mathematics/statistics (Dawson, Van der Meer, Skalicky, & Cowley, 2014). However, 
studies and pilot programs have considered the role of supplemental instruction in 
composition courses (Hafer, 2001; Kinkead, 1993; Longfellow, May, Burke, & Marks-
Maran, 2008; Ochse, 1995). These studies demonstrate that SI can be applied to subjects 
not typically defined as high DFWI courses.  Advocates for using supplement instruction 
focus on the alignment between SI and writing pedagogies. For example, Hafer (2001) 
supported the notion of using SI in freshman composition courses because the pedagogies 
of writing—mainly collaboration-—align with supplemental instruction’s principle of 
group work. SI is useful in assisting students with composition since writing center 
tutoring occupies a third-party/middle ground environment, which does not consider the 
context of the course (Griffin, 2001; Hafer, 2001).  While SI has been a common practice 
in higher education, it has traditionally been applied to high DFWI courses to assist in 
student success concerning course completion and retention. However, these studies have 
established that university administrators and faculty see the benefit of taking the 
principles of SI and applying them to composition to assist students in completing the 
course and improving student writing skills.  
What are the benefits of supplemental instruction in composition?  Even 
though English composition courses are not high DWFI courses, that does not mean that 
students should not receive the benefits of SI. Faculty and university administrators 
recognize that SI may be an alternative approach to improving student writing skills. 
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When SI is applied to English composition, tutors are embedded into the composition 
course (Dawson, et al., 2014; Hafer, 2001; Kinkead, 1993; Longfellow et al., 2008; 
Ochse, 1995; Smith, 1986).  Kinkead (1993) described a pilot program in which 
composition courses have embedded tutors (tutors assigned to a specific course and 
attend class lectures), who act as readers and commenters of student papers. These 
embedded tutors are a form of peer-assisted instruction.  Longfellow et al.’s (2008) study, 
which discussed the results of a pilot program with peer-assisted instruction, noted that 
there was a decrease in the mean scores of reading, writing, and editing skills in all 
students. However, students who participated in the SI program made a significant 
improvement (Longfellow et al., 2008). Additionally, Kinkead (1993) offered that the 
pilot program was successful because it changed how faculty and students view the 
writing process as well as improving the writing skills of both the students and the tutors.  
Therefore, these studies have shown that embedded tutors can assist students and tutors in 
improving writing skills (Hafer, 2001; Kinkead, 1993; Longfellow et al., 2008).  
Beyond writing skill improvement, SI within composition courses may have other 
benefits. Ochse’s (1995) study focused on five sections of freshman composition that 
were selected to study whether supplemental instruction was beneficial to students and 
their writing ability. After a pre- and the post-diagnostic essay was given to students in 
both the non-SI and SI sections, the pilot study found improvement in grades, ability as 
well as student course attrition. Longfellow et al. (2008) also highlighted a benefit that 
other studies have overlooked: student learning. Longfellow at el. offered that the pilot 
program improved their overall learning skills since the students who served as SI leaders 
were able to model effective writing and study behaviors. These pilot programs often 
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revealed additional benefits such as increased opportunities for faculty-student, tutor-
student, student-faculty, and faculty-faculty interaction and collaboration (Ochse,1995), 
as well as faculty discovering different approaches to teaching (Kinkead,1993; Ochse, 
1995). More than just benefiting students, other participants in SI can benefit from the 
process. These studies highlight that students, faculty, and student leaders can benefit 
from supplemental instruction within composition courses.  
Supplemental instruction, writing centers, and English departments. When SI 
is adapted to composition and writing assistance initiatives, researchers will often 
mention the English Department. Kinkead (1993) noted that his academic college was 
responsible for the three-credit English training/internship course that all the SI leaders 
had to enroll in. Likewise, Ochse (1995) noted that his study included training for the 
student leaders, which was conducted by faculty within English. As these studies 
demonstrate, the English department was often the go-to for training the SI leaders. 
However, the studies often mentioned the writing center through the course of describing 
their pilot programs. Kinkead (1993) noted that even with his program placed in the 
College of Humanities, Arts and Social Sciences, the University still offered the services 
of a writing center. However, the program in that study was not connected to the writing 
center. Instead, the program was funded by the college dean, who worked with the 
writing program administrator when they designed the program. Ochse (1995) addressed 
a study limitation concerning the students where they received additional help. According 
to Ochse, the students in the SI and the non-SI sessions had access to the University’s 
Academic Skills Center. Although he does not describe the Academic Skills Center, his 
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discussion gives the impression that students would receive writing assistance similar to a 
writing center.  
The design and implementation of supplemental instruction often include input or 
funding from the English department or the college that houses the English department. 
Thus, this indicates the role of the English department faculty and staff as well as their 
desire to use additional methods to assist students. Overall, these studies, which focus on 
where students receive writing assistance, whether it is in the classroom with a peer tutor 
or in a discipline-specific writing center, highlight staff and faculty’s desire and need to 
help students improve their writing. However, these studies further outline the role of 
English faculty and the department, rather than the writing center when SI is applied to 
composition courses. The dissertation study fills in the gaps on how the writing center 
can be involved or sheds some light on why the writing center may not be involved in 
various academic initiatives.    
What are Some Organizational Theories for Understanding Writing Centers’ Role? 
The organizational nature of writing centers is rarely discussed in the literature. 
Instead, any discussion of power and structure in previous research on writing centers has 
typically been limited to issues of hierarchy in terms of the relationships between the 
tutor and students (Boquet, 2002; Carino, 2003; Lunsford, 1991; Trimbur, 1987). This 
dynamic is often characterized as resembling or being influenced by the traditional 
student-teacher relationship of higher education (Lunsford, 1991; Trimbur, 1987). 
Writing center staff often characterize their client-staff/tutor relationships as non-
hierarchal collaborative relationships (Carino, 2003). Thus, it gives an insight into their 
internal organizational structure. For writing center staff, the organization could be clear 
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while those outside the center may find it challenging to understand their writing center’s 
structure. When discussing administrative issues and writing pedagogy in her book, Noise 
from the Writing Center, Boquet (2002) noted a writing center’s structure might appear 
vague when examined by someone out of the center. In other words, when it comes to 
their structure, staff outside of the writing center may not detect an organizational model 
even though the center staff recognizes their structure. Such perceptions of having an 
unclear structure inherently imply that writing centers have an organizational structure 
along with the broader university. When examining writing centers and the organizational 
structures that help or hinder them, it is equally important to consider the organizational 
models and theories that are applied to the overall institution.  
When organizational models and theories are applied to higher education and 
individual units within that institution, they can help explain why colleges and 
departments are structured and organized the way they are. Applying models and theories 
of organizational structure to higher education can help demonstrate how decisions are 
made, how the institution is governed, or how the staff with the divisions collaborate. 
Different theories exist in the literature regarding how an institution is structured. The 
following is a brief description of some theories and models of organization within higher 
education that when they are applied to university divisions, can they answer the question 
of writing centers’ roles within a university. 
Organizational models within university divisions.  The section below 
examines organizational theories that are applied to the divisions within an institution. I 
turn to the organizational theories and models applied to student affairs and academic 
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affairs to help understand the organizational structure of a department or program within 
an organization.  
Academic affairs. Because writing centers are typically housed within academic 
affairs, as the previous sections of the literature review established, I will examine the 
organizational structure of academic affairs. The collegial model is applied to or referred 
to when an academic affairs organization is examined (Kuh, 2003; Peterson & White, 
1992). In the collegial model, Kuh (2003) frequently referred to the faculty of a given 
college. The collegial model emphasizes the importance and role of faculty; therefore, 
this model can shed insight into the role of faculty in academic support practices. 
Teaching faculty are experts who “determine the conditions under which they perform” 
(Kuh, 2003, p. 274). In the collegial model, faculty are involved in the decision-making 
process because the university is seen as allowing “full participation of all members of 
the academic community ─ at least the faculty ─ in its management” (Baldridge, 1971, p. 
4). In his book on organizational structures, Baldridge expressed the thought that the 
collegial model is supported by the idea of professionalism. Likewise, in his book on 
leadership and organization, Birnbaum (1988) described the collegial model based on a 
specific institution. He found that the faculty in an academic college did not focus on 
hierarchy but focused on equality. This view encourages the exchange of ideas and 
changes through discussion (Kuh, 2003). Equality and discussion are components in the 
decision-making process.  
In the collegial model, faculty can contribute or have input in the decision-making 
process. The downside of this model is that decisions take longer (Kuh, 2003). This 
model tends to oversimplify institutions of higher education because of the external 
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factors influencing the institution and the decision-making process. For Kuh (2003), the 
model does not explain how conflicts are resolved in an academic college. As with other 
models, there is power and influence. However, influence is based on shared values, 
exchange, and is personal for the members (Birnbaum, 1988). This model is an 
appropriate lens to examine how faculty members work together. For example, Goodman 
(1990) examined the peer review process for tenured faculty at one U.S. institution 
because of a call for practitioners to address accountability in the tenure process. 
Goodman recounted that the new tenure review process involved having faculty members 
provide feedback and statements. Goodman commented that the process employed at the 
university was successful because it allowed for faculty input in key decision areas, 
focused on professionalism, accountability, and academic standards. The idea of faculty 
coming together invokes the characteristic of the collegial model as “a community of 
individuals” (Birnbaum, 1988, p. 91). The collegial model helps administrators and 
faculty to understand how different academic departments with various disciplines work 
together. 
If writing centers were examined through this lens, the collegial model could help 
address how much control writing centers directors have in implementing their program 
or how much influence the other academic colleges have in the practices and 
philosophies guiding the writing center. When applied to writing centers, the collegial 
model can help administrators understand how writing center directors work and interact 
with their colleagues. With the focus on faculty members, the collegial model draws 
attention to the need to examine how different departments view writing centers and the 
work done in them in relation to the faculty member’s scholarship. While Goodman 
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(1990) focused on one university, it is also important to note that he focused on a specific 
process. Birnbaum (1988) noted that the collegial model is more sustainable within a 
smaller organization; therefore, it can provide insight into the organizational structure of 
a specific unit. Similarly, Baldridge (1971) argued that while the collegial model 
describes the department level, it does not accurately describe the overall divisions of a 
university.    
Student affairs. Research into academic affairs organization theory reveals one 
model found within higher education—the collegial model; let us now consider student 
affairs organizational literature as a way to provide further insight into the organizational 
structure and the writing center’s role. In their study on why changes were made with 
student affairs, Kuk and Banning (2009) focused on organizational structures and staff 
perceptions. Kuk and Banning commented on how the past research focused on where in 
the hierarchy student affairs should be placed and its reporting lines. Kuk and Banning 
interviewed 90 Senior Student Affairs Officers (SSAO) across various types of 
institutions (research [private/public], liberal arts, community colleges, and four-year 
colleges) to determine reporting lines and student affairs organizational structures.  
 For the most part, student affairs divisions were structured as functional and 
hierarchical units (Kuk & Banning, 2009). Thus, this structure suggests a bureaucratic 
model. In bureaucracies, the structure is “hierarchical and tied together by formal chains 
of command” (Weber as cited in Baldridge, 1971, p. 2). To explain the bureaucratic 
model, Birnbaum (1988) focused on a community college. He noted that bureaucratic 
models are highly structured and that these structures “[affect] how offices will interact 
and influence each other” (Birnbaum, 1988, p. 110). With the bureaucratic model, 
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Birnbaum found that the community college organizational structure relied on job 
descriptions and rules and that there was a level of interchangeability regarding 
personnel. Therefore, when examining individual departments and people, there is a need 
to examine what the scope of responsibilities should be for a department or unit. 
According to Kuk and Banning (2009), some universities in their study were 
organized as functional clusters, which related programs with a single executive 
director/assistant/associate vice president. The number of units within student affairs 
influenced the type of structure and its complexity. However, Kuk and Banning did not 
detect a pattern for why some units were included in and excluded from the division. 
These functional clusters could have implications for writing centers since it could help 
explain why writing centers are placed where they are in the organization. Kuk and 
Banning found that the divisions had at least three levels of reporting lines to the SSAO, 
often unrelated to the size of the division or the institution. Resources were another factor 
that contributed to the design of student affairs (Kuk & Banning, 2009). However, 
resources are essential elements in models other than the bureaucratic model. The need 
and competition of resources are characteristics of the political model. For instance, 
Birnbaum (1988) described the political model as units with their own goals and agendas, 
competing for power and resources. Even though there are departments who “operate 
autonomously… [they do] remain interdependent” (Birnbaum, 1988, p. 132). Therefore, 
departments compete for power and resources. The political model can help uncover the 
tensions and competitions taking place within higher education. When applied to writing 
centers, this model reveals a need to examine writing center resources and tensions 
among student affairs and academic affairs.  For Kuk and Banning (2009), many SSAOs 
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made changes to the structure of student affairs when they first arrived because of 
financial reasons, to better meet institutional priorities, to increase effectiveness, to 
support and promote collaboration, and to reduce the hierarchies involved in decision-
making. The reasons for reporting lines and resources, as well as the reasons for changing 
student affairs organizational structures, shed additional light on how and why writing 
centers are housed in the English department.  
The organizational structure of student services also emphasizes a need to look for 
forms of collaboration and the rationale for those efforts when examining a division 
within academic affairs because they might be similar. When it comes to making changes 
to the organizational structure of student affairs, the SSAOs believed a lack of money and 
staff, the separation of academic affairs and student affairs, time, faculty members’ 
attitudes, and campus climate hindered change (Kuk & Banning, 2009). Therefore, these 
barriers to organizational change reveal that changes to the structure of a department are 
stalled by structural and cultural processes, such as resources, perceptions, and beliefs 
held by colleagues, and the disconnect between the two divisions. 
With their study on implementing a curricular approach to learning, Keeling, 
Underhile, and Wall (2007) focused on the horizontal and vertical organizational 
structures by concentrating on organizational theory within student affairs. Keeling et al. 
(2007) explored the structure of higher education by examining the various structures that 
are in place within an institution. Keeling et al. posited that within an institution’s vertical 
structure, there are horizontal structures, which create tension among the offices within 
student affairs. Student affairs services, according to Keeling et al., are horizontal 
because they influence students across the institution and experiences. Keeling et al. 
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reasoned that integrating horizontal and vertical structures allow for the coupling of 
programs and services across the divisions. As a result, student affairs can be seen 
through the lens of Weick’s (1976) loose-coupled systems. In his book on organizational 
structure, which is still cited and relevant in contemporary organizational studies, Weick 
(1976) described universities as a loosely coupled system, which refers to the idea that an 
educational institution is composed of several individual systems working together. With 
this description, units and departments are connected but maintain their own identity 
(Weick, 1976). For Weick, the tightness of the coupling depends on the common 
variables between the two departments. A loosely coupled system, as Weick described it, 
allows for adaptation at the local level with a given individual system without changing 
the primary organization. Therefore, the coupled system model helps explain the idea that 
if one system or area fails, this failure does not influence the rest of the organization. 
When applied to writing centers, this model explains how student affairs offices can 
address writing initiatives or concerns but not interact with academic colleges. Since the 
degree or tightness of the coupling is related to policies and culture (Keeling et al., 2007), 
it is necessary to examine policies and culture of how and when and if writing centers are 
involved in the institution.  Developing a culture that supports outcome-oriented learning, 
programs, and services typically found within student affairs needs to be integrated into 
the formal curriculum (Keeling et al., 2007). Therefore, institutions need to be deliberate 
and include knowledge from each other to promote coupling and structural alignment 
(Keeling et al., 2007). In other words, structural realignment highlights that learning 
cannot happen in a vacuum. When applied to writing centers, this suggests that one 
department or unit cannot change the status or perceptions of writing centers.  
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Additional models of organization.  Other models of organizational structure that 
are worthy of noting are briefly described in this section since they are relevant to the 
research study given, they can shed light on organizational aspects that need to be 
accounted for in studies involving organizational structures. First, Birnbaum (1998), 
described the cybernetic model, based on cybernetic/ thermostats with feedback loops. 
When applied to institutions, Birnbaum posited that higher education is seen as a self-
correcting system. According to Birnbaum, while the institution is fragmented into small 
hierarchical units, each unit has its own goals. The cybernetic model explains why staff 
may be reactive rather than proactive in dealing with problems that arise. This model 
emphasizes only seeing one side of the problem.  Therefore, the cybernetic model draws 
attention to the need to look for what practices and values are affecting how others view 
writing center work and their assigned tasks and activities. This model can be used to 
examine the question of whether writing is a problem mainly for the academic side of an 
institution.   
A second model that informs the investigation of writing center structure is the 
cultural phenomenon model. According to Schein (1990), culture is both visible and 
invisible at various levels within the institution. So, when examining the organization and 
culture of an individual department, it is necessary to account for culture at various 
levels. With this view, culture is continuous rather than static; it is always changing (Kuh, 
2003).  Unfortunately, it may not always change for the better. When applied to a 
department’s culture, the cultural phenomenon model can explain why or how attitudes 
can be sustained. Therefore, when examining individual departments or services such as 
writing centers, it becomes necessary to look at or for aspects of the culture that have 
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sustained attitudes and views of writing centers in the visible and invisible culture. The 
cultural phenomenon model can help explain the behavior of those within the department 
and what impacts staff attitudes and views toward writing centers. A third model that 
informs the investigation into writing centers is the learning organization model, which 
focuses on an institution’s ability to learn and adapt (Kuh, 2003). In the learning 
organization model, learning is emphasized (Garvin, 1993; Kezar, 2005; Kuh, 2003; 
Senge, 2006). Thus, programs, services, and their status within the institution can 
improve over time. In his article on how businesses can lay the foundation for a learning 
organization, Garvin (1993) explained that to learn and to change, organizations not only 
need new ideas but also need staff to apply those ideas to their organization. When 
applied to a specific unit, this model can help address questions related to the processes 
and mechanisms that can assist writing centers in their potential and if institutions have a 
desire or need to change that role. Garvin’s (1993) argument further stresses the question 
of what happens when administrators and faculty do not apply new ideas. The learning 
organizational model can help explain how and why writing centers have historically 
been thought of as being on the margins. When examining writing centers, it becomes 
necessary to look for changes in the attitudes and actions of the institution regarding 
writing centers.  
The researchers on organizational theories have highlighted several models that 
govern institutions and departments. There are formal and informal structures with any 
organization (Burke, 2014; Hendrickson, Lane, Harris, & Dorman, 2013). Loose 
coupling, bureaucracies/political, and collegial models describe the formal structures of 
an organization, which encompass organizational chart, job description, and reporting 
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lines (Hendrickson et al., 2013). When investigating writing centers, these models can 
help narrow down what aspects need to be examined, such as reporting lines, formal 
hierarchies, and faculty interactions. When studying processes and mechanisms of higher 
education, these models can help researchers understand how the informal and formal 
structures of a department are important influencers in how that program is perceived and 
how it operates on campus. The section below describes the informal structures in place 
within higher education, which can influence how and why writing centers are 
marginalized and what they may have to overcome to reach their potential.  
Organizational Culture 
Before explaining organizational culture theories, it is necessary to highlight that 
an organization’s culture encompasses the informal structures of an institution. Looking 
at organizational culture can assist researchers in discovering how different levels of 
culture affect decisions, goals, and attitudes regarding specific units within an 
organization.  An organization’s culture, climate, and relationships encompass the 
informal structures of a college (Hendrickson et al., 2013).  A fundamental study of 
organizational culture is Tierney’s (1988), case study, which examined organizational 
culture at a community college during a yearlong investigation. Tierney examined the 
attitudes and perspectives of faculty, administrations, and leadership to highlight 
organizational culture. Tierney provided a framework of organizational culture to help 
diagnose and overcome administrative problems.  
All universities are shaped by internal factors or by the values and goals of the 
people who work within an organization. Like with the cultural phenomenon model, 
organization culture reveals a need to explore and focus on informal structures and their 
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impact on writing centers. Organizational culture is primarily concerned with the what, 
how, and who of actions within the institution (Tierney, 1988). Consequently, 
understanding organizational culture can help limit conflict and develop shared goals. For 
Tierney, when studying the culture of an organization, a researcher should examine 
several elements: the definition and attitudes of the environment, the university mission, 
member socialization, the decision-making process, and leadership.  These same 
elements are important when investigating specific departments. When exploring the 
importance of studying organizational culture, Masland (1985) examined several 
organizational culture studies to focus on how culture influences various aspects of 
higher education. He described four ways to “see” organizational culture: “saga, heroes, 
symbols, and rituals” (Masland, 1985, pp. 161-163), which aligns with Schein’s (1990) 
idea that culture exists on several levels. In their studies, Masland (1985), Tierney (1988), 
and Schein (199) highlight the various aspects impacted by culture, such as how 
decisions are made and staff interactions. These aspects are important to examine when 
studying writing centers since writing centers have their own culture as well as external 
and internal influencers. 
When examining faculty engagement at the community college level, Morest 
(2015) discussed how engagement scholarship is challenged by college culture, 
institutional structure, and socialization. According to Morest, community colleges are 
hierarchical bureaucracies, and these structures constrain opportunities for faculty to 
engage in scholarship development. Morest indicated that current hiring practices and 
tenure practices do not emphasize scholarship. For Morest, these practices create cultural 
norms within the institution—more focused on classroom activities than their role outside 
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of the classroom. Therefore, to increase scholarship engagement, there needs to be a 
change in culture. Morest’s work highlighted the ability of staff to change the culture, 
which can change a department’s or a group’s norms and values. Morest stated that many 
faculty members in community colleges work in isolation, so they rely on the cultural 
practices and norms of the institution to guide scholarship engagement practices. For 
Morest, creating learning communities can help ease the isolation and bring faculty 
together to discuss scholarship, teaching, and learning, which can help reshape the 
community college culture. Research focuses on organizational culture also encompassed 
organizational change.  
A sub-topic of organizational culture is organizational change.  As Kezar (2001), 
whose article summarizes the literature on change models, demonstrated, there are many 
theories regarding how to change an organization’s culture. Kezar indicated that there is 
difficulty defining change. She stated that some concepts are the same regardless of the 
model or theory. For Kezar, some common concepts refer to the what, how, and why of 
change. Throughout the monograph, Kezar discussed six models of organizational 
change: evolutionary, teleological, life cycle, dialectical, social cognition, and cultural. 
First, in the evolutionary model, change results from external forces that allow change to 
occur over time. Teleological models assume that an organization can adapt, and people 
see the need for change to occur. With the life cycle model, change is part of the natural 
process of organizational development. According to Kezar, the dialectical models 
characterize change occurring because of conflict, while the social cognition model 
expresses change as a mental process such as sense-making. With the cultural model, 
change occurs as a response to a change in the environment (Kezar, 2001). There are 
68 
 
unique features that will influence organizational change at the institutional and 
department level, such as reporting and power structures, goals, as well as how decisions 
are made.  
In her synthesis on organization change literature, Kezar (2001) pointed out that 
because people shape values and institutional history, various change models can be 
useful in explaining organizational change within higher education. Finally, Kezar 
offered some principles of change, such as change encourages self-discovery and creates 
opportunities for new models to emerge. As a result, when changing the beliefs and 
values of their organization, higher education administrators need to account for the 
impact culture has on change, connect change to institutional identity, create risk, and 
provide support for the changes.  
Related to organizational change is how staff within an organization have to 
overcome barriers within their organization’s culture to facilitate the change process. 
McDermott and O’Dell (2001) provided some context of those barriers. While not 
discussing higher education, McDermott and O’Dell examined 40 companies in a study 
on knowledge management and corporate culture. According to McDermott and O’Dell, 
there are many visible aspects of culture, using Schien’s 1985 definition of culture, such 
as shared values, beliefs, and people. An organization’s culture is represented in the 
mission, values, and actions of those involved in the organization (McDermott & O’Dell, 
2001). Thus, when studying writing centers, it becomes essential to examine missions 
and values related to writing and writing centers. McDermott and O’Dell remarked that 
organizational culture within an organization is complex since there are often subcultures 
and different core values within an organization. Organizational culture encompasses 
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visible aspects of the mission and actions of the people and the invisible aspects such as 
the underlying core values of the organization. The literature on organizational culture 
further addresses the importance of visible and invisible culture as well as the 
motivations for change, which should be addressed when hoping to discover how 
services, like writing centers, can expand their scope.  
Student Affairs-Academic Affairs Collaboration 
Student affairs and academic affairs have thus far been discussed separately, but it 
is necessary to examine how the two divisions work together. The following section will 
discuss student affairs-academic affairs collaboration since it sheds light on the 
interactions between the two divisions. 
Organizational culture plays an important role in how and when the two divisions 
interact with one another.  Many studies have described organizational culture as a major 
hindrance to successful collaborations among the divisions (Arcelus, 2011; Frost, Strom, 
Downey, Schultz, & Holland, 2010; Philpott & Strange, 2003). As a result of the 
historical separation of student affairs and academic affairs, these divisions often have a 
culture of working in isolation (Arcelus, 2011).  In his article on creating a dialogue 
between the two divisions, Arcelus mentioned that to move away from isolation, the staff 
and faculty members need to change institutional culture. In other words, if there is no 
change in culture, the climate of the divisions will remain unchanged. To change the 
culture, staff and faculty have to change their perceptions of their environment and each 
other. To do this, Arcelus offered, there needs to be a change in the values of the 
institution. According to Philpott and Strange’s (2003) case study on faculty and staff 
collaboration, the similarity in values is the one reason offices and departments form 
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collaborations.  Thus, returning briefly to the writing center collaboration, this alignment 
of values might explain why librarians and writing center staff often interact with each 
other, whether it is based on their affiliation with academic affairs or the similar values of 
their disciplines. 
The values underlying the culture and the personal beliefs of the organization’s 
members are at the center of student affairs-academic affairs interactions.  In their case, 
Philpott and Strange (2003) found that faculty and staff rooted their values in their 
respective fields, which resulted in different expectations regarding collaboration.  Thus, 
faculty and student affairs staff need to recognize shared values and goals, along with 
creating a shared language and terms (Frost et al., 2010). Having shared values is one 
step toward effective collaboration and interactions. Researchers on cross-divisional 
collaboration also revealed the importance of having a shared definition of what 
collaboration should look like. Dadgar, Nodine, Bracco, and Venezia (2014) interviewed 
student affairs and academic affairs staff within a community college setting to figure out 
strategies for integrating support services. Dadgar et al. noted that in a few community 
colleges, student affairs and academic affairs are organized separately with different 
personnel and student expectations. Therefore, the two divisions approach the same idea 
differently.  
In their qualitative study exploring the nature of student affairs and academic 
affairs collaboration, Gulley and Mullendore (2014) posited that when collaborating, 
student affairs and academic affairs staff need to understand what they mean by 
collaboration. Gulley and Mullendore also posited that the two divisions need to build in 
collaboration as an expected norm or duty to minimize the idea that collaboration can 
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take away from responsibilities. Likewise, Bourassa and Kruger (2001) surveyed student 
affairs staff and researchers to understand and highlight the rhetoric of collaboration, the 
obstacles to collaboration, and the future of collaborations between student affairs and 
academic affairs. Bourassa and Kruger noticed that one theme to emerge from the study 
was the progress that had been made regarding the alignment of values. They also argued 
that student affairs and academic affairs share a similar purpose and are partners in 
student learning. However, according to Kezar (2001), structural aspects, as opposed to a 
shared purpose and values, were just as crucial to successful collaborations between the 
divisions. Values and perceptions are important elements in collaborations among faculty 
and staff. In their study, Peterson and White (1992) examined faculty and administrators’ 
perception of their division’s culture to determine if they had different views and 
different models of organization. Peterson and White argued that the collegial model is 
employed at institutions that emphasize teamwork and stress undergraduate education. 
They discovered that the organizational structure of the division had some effect on the 
members’ values and perceptions. Organizational models and structures are essential to 
examine since, as Peterson and White revealed, they can influence climate and the 
broader aspect of organizational culture.  Once again, to make changes to an institution’s 
culture, it is necessary to examine the organizational structure and model of a division. 
For Kezar (2001), an essential strategy for collaboration was structural 
components, such as when an institution restructured academic and student affairs. For 
instance, Schmidt and Kaufman (2005) discussed how their institution created a way to 
bring student affairs and academic affairs together by creating a learning commons, 
which was a way to enhance student learning. In Schmidt and Kaufmann’s article, the 
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learning commons provided a variety of services for students in a centralized location. 
From their experience of creating the learning commons, Schmidt and Kaufman 
discovered resistance by some library staff since they felt that the services did not align 
with the established roles and duties of the library. Schmidt and Kauffman noted that 
culture shock was another challenge because of the different values each group brought 
with them, but informal meetings and gathering lessened that shock. Finally, Schmidt and 
Kaufman found that the current model of two reporting lines for library and student 
affairs, which worked initially, would need to be reconsidered since the learning 
commons resulted in unclear boundaries between student affairs and academic affairs.  
While it is important to examine culture and organization, it is also necessary to examine 
the type of collaboration since they operate within the organizational structure and culture 
of the divisions.  
Types of collaboration.  The type of collaborations between the two divisions 
not only demonstrates how the divisions as a whole work together but also how 
individual departments and programs interact with one another. Streit, Dalton, and 
Crosby (2009) explored faculty contracts with student affairs staff as a learning 
partnership. Streit et al. (2009) described learning partnerships on a spectrum. On one 
end, they argued, there were learning compacts, which are highly structured. These 
compacts are often in the form of a class with shared leadership between academic and 
student affairs (Streit et al., 2009).  On the other end of the spectrum, Streit et al. argued 
there are learning contracts, which are highly unstructured and informal partnerships. 
Some examples of learning pacts can include first-year programs, orientation programs, 
supplemental instruction, learning communities, and service-learning as methods of 
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collaboration between the two divisions (Frost et al., 2010). Since learning contacts are 
less structured, these can include informal social interactions between student affairs and 
academic affairs (Streit et al., 2009).  Thus, turning back to writing center partnerships, 
the spectrum of learning partnerships lends to the description that library and writing 
centers often have unstructured forms of collaboration.  
Writing centers, as a unit within academic affairs, as discussed earlier, do include 
a few structured and unstructured partnerships. It should be pointed out that these 
partnerships were within their division. A study on the process currently in place may 
help to undercover what organizational and cultural mechanisms might aid writing 
centers in forming more compacts and contracts outside of their division.  Considering 
the types and barriers to collaboration can help address questions related to the 
assumptions and values currently being held by student affairs and academic affairs staff 
regarding writing centers. It is important to uncover these values and assumptions since 
they affect how staff members interact with one another. The literature on student affairs 
and academic collaboration raises the questions of how often and why do writing centers, 
student affairs, and academic affairs collaborate? Answering these questions can help 
explain the processes that can be contributing to a writing center’s status on campus. 
 Case Studies in Student Affairs/Student Services 
Studying a specific department is not a new approach to investigating problems within 
higher education, and the subsequent studies demonstrate the types of studies that are 
currently being implemented. These studies demonstrate the prevalence of case studies, 
which adds further support for the current study’s methodology. These studies also 
highlight a need for why writing centers should be examined by similar means to reveal 
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the organizational or cultural structures that influence how they work. In recent years, 
there has been a focus on student outcomes, and many American Educational Research 
Association (AERA) and Association for the Study of Higher Education (ASHE) 
conference proposals, according to Kezar (2013), focus on student outcomes. However, 
there is little focus on broader areas. Although case study methodology is a common 
approach in student affairs research, a search for student services and case study 
methodology often includes how a service influences students. Suvedi, Ghimire, 
Millenbah, and Shrestha (2015), and Battin (2014) used case study methodology with 
academic advising. In his study, Battin (2014) used a case study to examine a group 
advising method and student advising seminars at a four-year institution. While Battin 
noted that this advising method changed the culture of advising within the department, 
his focus was on students and how they perceived the group advising method. Battin’s 
focus was not on the broader issue of organization or culture, but on the impact advising 
had on students. Similarly, Suvedi et al. (2015) used case study methodology to focus on 
advising with an emphasis on student perceptions. Like Battin (2014), who focused on a 
specific department, Suvedi et al. (2015) also focused on a specific college at their 
research site. Suvedi et al. found positive perceptions regarding student attitudes toward 
advising even though there were differences in gender and academic classification, but 
also did not focus on advising’s impact on university structure. These studies establish 
that case study methodology is found in studies on advising. However, they are not the 
only services studied.  
Student affairs or student services include other areas. For example, other areas 
include study aboard (Green, Johansson, Rosser, Tengah, & Segrott, 2008; Goode, 2008; 
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Rowan-Kenyon & Niehuas, 2011) and Greek life (Asel, Seifert, & Pascarella, 2009; 
Grubb, 2006). Other topics with case study methodology include Trio programs (Forbes-
Mewett & Nyland, 2013) and Financial Aid (Linsenmeier, Rosen, & Rouse, 2006). While 
these studies reveal of use of case studies and the common data collection methods 
employed in them, they have the added effect of examining a specific service, a need in 
student affairs literature. Studies like these often deal with a service or program offered 
by a specific department and its impact on students rather than on culture or structure or 
how the universities’ organizational structure influences the specific department. 
Likewise, there is a gap in the literature on the holistic nature of writing centers 
regarding institutional forces. Many studies, as described in the previous sections, include 
the writing center’s impact on students rather than the writing center’s impact on 
institutional culture or vice versa.  These studies not only demonstrate the relevance of 
case studies and the conventional methodology used but also highlight the gap in both 
writing center and student affairs scholarship—a focus on environmental factors behind 
student outcomes as opposed to cultural and organizational practices. This lack of focus 
in recent organizational studies could be attributed to an increased emphasis on “student 
access, cost escalation, and social justice” (Bastedo, 2012, p. 5) or other topics such as 
student development and student outcomes (Kezar, 2013). While the focus in higher 
education studies may have shifted, the case study as a research method, as these and 
other studies demonstrated, has a prominent place in student affairs and writing center 
research. A study on organizational structures and writing center adds to not only writing 
center literature but also to student services literature to demonstrate how a student 
service can be studied beyond student outcomes.  
76 
 
 Chapter Summary 
In this chapter, studies regarding writing centers, their effectiveness, purpose, position 
were discussed as well as common methodological approaches to the writing center 
studies. Given that writing centers are part of a larger organization, organizational 
theories, along with student affairs-academic affairs collaborations were also presented. 
Because informal structures may affect writing centers, organizational culture and change 
were reviewed. In the chapter that follows, I will present the methodology, which was 
used to collect and analyze data for the current study.   
CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
Chapter 3 describes the conceptual framework and research methodology. This 
methodology includes the research design, the selected population of university 
administrators and faculty, and the sampling technique, the data collection process, and 
the process in which the data were analyzed. This section also includes a description of 
the setting and the study’s delimitations and assumptions.  
Research Questions 
As described in Chapter 1, the overall research questions for this study are: What 
are the organizational structures, cultural, political processes, and institutional practices 
that influence the role of the writing center at Mid-Atlantic State University (MASU)? 
How have these structures and practices hindered or helped this writing center reach its 
potential to be strategically leveraged to support broad institutional student success 
efforts in addition to integrated holistic writing? 
Sub-research questions.  
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1. How do the views of the Writing Center differ among writing center staff, 
Academic Affairs and Student Affairs staff, and students? 
2. How do student use of and faculty/staff interactions with the writing center 
impact the writing center’s image on campus? 
3. How does the planning of campus initiatives regarding writing and writing 
support impact the writing center staff ‘s sense of involvement and 
empowerment at the university? 
4. How have the formal structures of the University influenced the writing 
center’s impact on campus? 
Description and Setting of the Case 
The writing center is situated at a medium-sized Mid-Atlantic research university 
in an urban setting. The University is made up of several divisions: Student Affairs, 
Academic Affairs, Human Resources, University Advancement, as well as 
Administration and Finance (Mid-Atlantic State University [MASU], 2017b). There are 
also three higher education centers and a distance learning center (MASU, 2017a). Only 
one of the three higher education centers has a writing center. However, this center has a 
small staff: a tutor and a faculty member, who has duties that include supervising the 
tutor. MASU offers the services of a writing center on the main campus to assist students 
with written assignments (MASU, n.d.).  The Writing Center, while physically located in 
the University library, assists on-campus, online, and regional center learners (MASU, 
n.d.). The Writing Center at MASU falls under the responsibility of the English 
Department (Writing@MASU, n.d.).  
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The Center is also typically in its leadership and staff. According to Leahy (1990), 
many directors teach English courses and run the center (p. 43), which aligns with the 
National Census of Writing data that many writing center directors have course release 
(National Census of Writing, 2013b).  Likewise, the Director has split responsibilities 
between teaching and overseeing the Center by having course release built into the 
position description. The Director supervises between 10 and 12 English Graduate 
Assistants, who are earning either their master’s or doctoral degrees (MASU, n.d.). These 
Graduate Assistants serve as the tutors for the Center and have a set work schedule 
(MASU, n.d.).  According to Harris (1988/2017), writing centers are part of a writing 
program and serve the entire institution, but they differ in size, scope, staff, and services. 
The tutors are available to help the majority of the 24, 000 students enrolled at MASU 
along with serving all six academic colleges (Arts and Letters, Business, Education, 
Engineering and Technology, Health Sciences, Sciences) along with students enrolled in 
the University’s Honors College.  The Center is the only place where the general 
population of students can seek assistance with writing.  
At MASU, there are other writing services, but not defined as writing centers. 
These services are designed to assist and meet the needs of specific populations. Students 
enrolled in the transitional writing course (remedial/development writing) are encouraged 
to visit their transitional writing professor during review/peer editing sessions. These 
sessions also act as the professors’ office hours (Study hall digital sign, n. d.). Students 
participating in the federally funded Trio program are encouraged to attend tutoring 
sessions offered by Student Support Services. Like the transitional writers, they may also 
schedule sessions with the Writing Center. The Writing Center provides writing 
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assistance to both graduate and undergraduate students in a variety of courses offered at 
the University (MASU, 2017d). 
Conceptual Framework 
The literature that informs the conceptual framework for this study is adapted 
from studies that have considered collaborations between student affairs and academic 
affairs. This literature draws attention to the factors and institutional mechanisms that 
take place between the staff within the two divisions. This perspective makes sense as a 
source for the conceptual framework since writing centers are located within academic 
affairs yet operate in many regards as a student service.  The literature highlights the 
various factors that influence student affairs and academic affairs interactions.  
Research in student affairs-academic affairs collaborations reveals that 
partnerships, one type of interaction, are hindered by attitudes, beliefs, and job functions 
of individuals within each division (Arcelus, 2011; Bourassa & Kruger, 2001). In their 
study on student affairs and academic affair’s collaborations, Cho and Sriram (2016) 
were guided by publications issued by professional high education organizations. These 
publications urged for cross-divisional collaboration as a way to provide holistic student 
development. The three publications—The Student Learning Imperative, Powerful 
Partnerships, and Learning Reconsidered—informed their conceptual framework 
(American College Personnel Association [ACPA], 1994; American Association for 
Higher Education [AAHE], American College Personnel Association [ACPA], & 
National Association of Student Personnel Administrators [NASPA], 1998; American 
College Personnel Association [ACPA], et al., 2006).  These publications not only 
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highlighted the need for collaborations but also included ways in which the staff and 
faculty interact with each other.  
These works also discussed how the staff and faculty members interact with each 
other and what can help or hinder their interactions. Faculty and administrators need to 
work together to create conditions for effective learning since learning happens in and out 
of the classroom (ACPA, 1994; AAHE et al., 1998; ACPA et al., 2006). Moreover, 
ACPA et al. highlighted that the need to change the role of how student affairs should be 
viewed in the context of teaching and learning. However, as pointed out in ACPA et al., 
this might cause some to feel as though student affairs will “invade faculty territory” 
(“Conclusion,” para. 2). These works demonstrate that learning is an institutional-wide 
effort, and student affairs is a contributor. For change to be effective, changes need to be 
made to institutional culture and structure, which are influenced by how faculty and staff 
work together and perceive each other.  Rather than focusing on one theory, Cho and 
Sriram’s (2016) conceptual framework was based on a synthesis of the research literature 
to capture the variables at play that inform divisional partnerships.  They presented, as 
noted in Figure 1, three salient themes and variables that influence collaborations, each in 
turn influenced by yet other factors.  First, their conceptual framework helps explain how 
interpersonal relationships—forged between student affairs and academic affairs 
personnel—affect how each view the other and how they view themselves, which 
influences the success of collaborations. Second, Cho and Sriram’s (2016) framework 
incorporated the notion that successful collaborations are encouraged or hindered by 
current practices at play in institutions such as when and why administrators and faculty 
pursue program development. Thus, current practices influence the forms and frequency 
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of faculty and staff interactions. Finally, Cho and Sriram’s conceptual framework 
presents the idea that collaborations are affected by structural and cultural limitations 
along with values and assumptions that collectively inform the organizational culture. 
When adapted to cross-divisional interactions, Cho and Sriram’s study highlighted the 
idea that perceptions of faculty and student affairs staff and current practices (how and 
why programs are implemented and the level of faculty involvement) play an essential 
role in how and when staff and faculty interact with one another. The framework revealed 
that overall organizational culture (focusing on artifacts, values, and assumptions) plays 
an essential role in the negative and positive experiences with collaborations, and thus, 
other forms of interactions.  
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While Cho and Sriram (2016) posited a connection between perceptions and 
interpersonal relationships involved in collaborations, Peterson and White’s (1992) work 
adds additional nuance to the differences in the motivations regarding teaching for faculty 
and administrators. Peterson and White concluded these two groups perceive their 
environment differently based on their role and the institutional setting. Their literature 
review of organizational context for teaching and learning showed differences between 
faculty and administrators’ perceptions of organizational variables, which resulted in 
evidence of the most salient variables that characterize those differences (Peterson & 
White, 1992). Peterson and White’s model (See Figure 2) looked at the outcome variable 
of faculty motivation toward undergraduate teaching as influenced by an institution's 
academic purpose, culture, and climate. Based on the findings, Peterson and White 
advanced that organizational variables (academic purpose, culture, and nature) influence 
faculty motivation. Their conceptual framework demonstrated that these affect the 
climate, the faculty, and faculty values. Thus, when adapted to overall interactions, 
organizational variables can influence faculty and staff members’ motivation to interact 
with those outside of their division. The climate of a division or department may conflict 
with the climate and culture of another. This conflict can limit the forms and frequency of 
interactions among the various organizational levels between the divisions.  
It is necessary to understand that any organization, not just in higher education, 
has formal and informal structures (Hendrickson et al., 2013). According to Hendrickson 
et al., formal structures are found in the organizational charts, job descriptions, and 
reporting lines. In contrast, informal structures are made up of the organization’s culture, 
climate, and relationships (Hendrickson et al., 2013).  
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These studies highlight that student affairs-academic affairs partnerships have a 
cyclical pattern in how staff members collaborate. With staff interactions between the 
divisions, individual attitudes and beliefs, and perceptions (self and external) are shaped 
by informal structures (culture, climate, and relationship). These same factors are also 
shaped by the formal structures of an institution, such as the organizational model, 
reporting lines, and job functions. The formal and informal structures help or hinder how 
often and if programs and services within various divisions interact with one another. The 
lack or abundance of interactions between the divisions changes or continues the attitudes 
and beliefs of individuals.  
This study’s conceptual framework is a combination of the various perspectives 
previously discussed: Cho and Sriram’s (2016) attention to interpersonal interactions and 
broad institutional practices, Hendrickson et al.’s (2013) distinction between formal and 
informal structures, and Peterson and White’s (1992) attention to varying attitudes and 
motivations among different faculty members and administrators (See Figure 3). Because 
this framework recognizes the centrality of formal and informal structures, it also 
Figure 2.  Model of faculty and administrator perceptions of 
organizational and administrative environments adapted from Peterson and 
White (1992). 
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necessarily acknowledges that structures are locally salient within various divisions of the 
university. It’s important to note that broader institutional practices play a role, and 
divergences are bridged (or perhaps exacerbated) through interpersonal interactions that 
occur between faculty and staff.  
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The formal and informal infrastructure of an environment needs to be examined to 
help show how a service on a college campus functions. These concepts, such as visible 
and invisible aspects of an organization, guide what was addressed in the study and what 
data sources were used. Many aspects of the formal structure are visible in position 
descriptions and organizational charts, but informal structures are not. These can be 
found in documents and artifacts such as letters, meeting minutes, and marketing, and 
individual thoughts, opinions, and values.  Both individuals and documents reveal both 
concrete and abstract aspects of informal and formal structures. The data sources reveal 
different or consistent values or beliefs about writing centers or how organizational 
processes are influencing writing centers. The conceptual framework provided various 
areas to focus on. The framework also helped in deciding who should be interviewed. 
The concepts within the framework, taken from a broad perspective (organizations, 
environments, cross-divisional partnership), were applied to a more specific level in the 
institution, that of writing centers. This framework also helped shape the codes that were 
used during the open-coding process of the data analysis phase of the research study, 
described below. The recursive nature of the framework assisted in understanding the 
interactions and relationships of faculty, students, and staff.  
 Research Design 
The research study employed a single-case instrumental study research design. 
Case study methodology allows for an in-depth look at the issue. In an instrumental case 
study, the purpose is not understanding the specific case necessarily, but rather, it serves 
to understand a broader issue (Grandy, 2010).  With this design, it is appropriate to select 
a typical case (Crowe, Cresswell, Robertson, Huby, Avery, & Sheikh, 2011). 
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Justification for the case study design. A case study is an appropriate 
methodology given that the research study strived to explore writing centers on a college 
campus and their untapped potential. A case study approach allowed the researcher to 
study a writing center and the organizational structures that influence it in its existing 
environment. According to Yin (2014), a case study explores a “phenomenon… in depth 
and with its real-world context” (Chapter 1, “Twofold Definition of Case Study,” para. 
1). Given that writing centers are shaped by various organizational, cultural, and 
structural factors of a given institution, a case study allows the researcher to study a 
unique situation. Case study research provides an opportunity for the use of multiple 
sources in studying a particular person, event, or organization (Yin, 2014; Tellis, 1997). 
The use of multiple sources is a “unique strength…its ability to deal with a full variety of 
evidence” (Yin, 2014, “Extent of Control over Behavioral Events,” para 3).  In other 
words, case studies allow different types of data to be collected. The mixture of evidence 
allows for a better understanding of the case; it provides a holistic view of the 
phenomenon. Given that a case study can account for structures and cultural aspects that 
are unique to an institution, it also has practical implications. Multiple data sources can 
help researchers to discover how and why a writing center at an institution functions and 
the factors that contribute to its status. 
The literature on writing centers and organizational theory has described some of 
the more common approaches to studying writing centers and institutions. Given the 
prevalence of quantitative and qualitative methods, the case study fits into the typical 
approaches. Case study methodology allows for an in-depth study of a single writing 
center by using not only personal experiences but also artifacts and documents that reflect 
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implicit values and beliefs. Everyone has different values; therefore, administrators and 
faculty members have different viewpoints on the writing center’s purpose and role. A 
case study adequately addressed the research problem since it allows for rich details. A 
study is also an appropriate method of studying practical and real-world problems (Yin, 
2014, “Appendix A,” “Caveats and Concerns,” para. 1). This approach can help student 
affairs, writing center, or academic affairs staff understand a service or program on their 
campus.  
Participants and Other Data Sources 
Participants. The participants were recruited from among senior leadership, unit 
leaders, and faculty at MASU. The participants recruited included: faculty-administrators 
(academic deans, assistant deans, and department chairs) in both student affairs and 
academic affairs. Also, essential to understanding the writing center was the inclusion of 
the writing center administrator in the participant pool, who is classified as a faculty-
administrator. The participant pool consisted of faculty from the College of Arts and 
Letters, the largest academic division, and the College of Engineering (See Table 1).  
After contacting Institutional Research, the researcher was provided a list of names and 
email addresses of faculty within the colleges.  Finally, students were recruited from the 
various courses taught by the faculty. To recruit students, the researcher provided the 
faculty with the questionnaire who sent it to their students on the researcher’s behalf. The 
students were undergraduates from various majors and classifications (See Table 2).  
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Table 1  
 
Faculty, Administrators, and Faculty-Administrator Types 
Type Number of 
Participants 
Faculty-Administrators (including Academic 
Affairs Senior Leadership) 
4 
Administrators (Directors) 6 
Faculty (Professor, Associate, and Assistant) 11 
Faculty (Non-tenure track, Full-time Lecturers) 5 
Total 26 
 
Table 2 
 
Student Profiles 
Student # Major/Discipline Academic 
Classification 
Frequency of writing 
center use 
1 Humanities Junior Rarely 
1 IDS Senior Rarely 
1 Humanities Freshman Occasionally 
 
Student affairs administrators were selected at the director level since they work 
with students who need writing assistance or use the center themselves and could address 
issues of attitudes and beliefs related to writing and the writing center. The faculty, 
administrators, and faculty-administrators had a range of experiences and years working 
in higher education and at MASU, which shaped their perceptions of the writing center 
on the main campus (See Table 3).  
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Table 3 
 
Faculty, Administrators, and Faculty-Administrators’ Profiles 
Gender 14 Females 12 Males 
Years in Higher education Less than 10 Years 6 
Between 10 and 20 Years 13 
Between 21 and 30 years 3 
Between 31 and 40 Years 2 
Between 41 and 50 Years 1 
1 participant provided a summary of work (part-time while earning a degree) rather 
than the number of years working in higher education 
Years at the research site 
 
1 year or less 3 
Between 2 and 5 years 7 
Between 6 and 9 years 4 
Between 10-15 Years 4 
Between 16 and 20 Years 6 
20 years or more 2 
Background with writing 
center work 
                                                5 
Background with teaching 
and administrative work 
                                                6 
Teaching and has a 
background in non-
academic work 
(industry/public school 
teaching/government) 
                                               7 
 
Since it may be difficult for students to understand the formal structure of Mid-
Atlantic State University (MASU), staff were asked to address the formal structures’ 
impact on the writing center. To discover the informal structures, after mapping the 
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framework to the participants, the range of participants included: faculty, staff, and 
students since each has a role in shaping MASU’s culture and climate. These positions 
were selected because they have a role in shaping the culture and perception of support 
services like the writing center on their campus. Positions were selected to ensure 
attitudes and beliefs toward the writing center were addressed by those who use, oversee, 
and partner with the Writing Center. 
Physical artifacts and documents. The case study design allows for 
triangulation and the use of multiple sources; therefore, this study used documents and 
other physical artifacts (See Table 4). These documents and artifacts aided in the 
understanding of how and why writing centers are perceived by examining tangible 
evidence. Artifacts and “documents provide an important avenue of voice, interpretation, 
and meaning” (Love, 2003, p. 83), which reveal assumptions, cultural norms, and 
institutional values. According to Bowen (2009), documents may include: 
advertisements; agendas, attendance registers, and minutes of meetings; manuals; 
background papers; books and brochures; diaries and journals; event programs 
(i.e., printed outlines); letters and memoranda; maps and charts; newspapers 
(clippings/articles); press releases; program proposals, application forms, and 
summaries; radio and television program scripts; organisational or institutional 
reports; survey data; and various public records (pp. 27-28).  
These documents were specific to the university and provided “background information 
as well as historical insight” (Bowen, 2009, p. 29).  These documents and physical 
artifacts served to complement the other data sources.  
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Table 4  
 
Summary of Physical Artifacts and Documents 
Category # Documents 
Syllabus 2 
Memos/Letters to the provost; to faculty 11 
Workshop lists 1 
Budget 1 
Budget Narrative 1 
Budget letter 3 
Newsletter 1 
Letter/memo to President 1 
Writing Program Proposal 1 
Tutoring Committee Minutes 1 
Letter from committee to Provost 1 
Letter from Curriculum and Instruction to 
Information Services 
1 
Faculty Survey Summary 1 
Office of President; tutoring task force letter 1 
Task Force report on writing problems 1 
Webpage: partnerships 1 
Webpage: position description 1 
Webpage: disciplinary writing 2 
Library University News  1 
Graduate Administrators’ council minutes 1 
Operating budget and plan 1 
Budget Process and Management Textbook 1 
Organizational Charts 2 
Total 38 
 
Data Collection 
This section describes the procedure that was used to collect data for the study. 
The researcher completed the Internal Review Boards (IRBs) process for both the 
University of Nebraska-Lincoln and the research site and created informed consent 
documents for faculty, staff, and students (See Appendix A; See Appendix B). 
Interviews. Data from the participants were collected via semi-structured 
interviews. There were 26 individual interviews with saturation in the data occurring 
before the completion of all 26 interviews.  The interview protocols consisted of open-
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ended questions (See Appendix D). The use of semi-structured interviews allowed for 
follow-up questions. By mapping the interview questions with the conceptual framework, 
the framework guided the interview protocols (See Table 5). The study’s conceptual 
framework clarified the areas to focus on during the interview process. 
Based on the framework, there was a need to focus on the attitudes and beliefs 
about writing support and the writing center at the research site. The attitudes and beliefs 
about writing also lent themselves to uncovering insight into the informal structures and 
perceptions of the writing center. Finally, the conceptual framework highlighted the need 
to focus on the formal structures influencing interactions with the writing center. There 
was a need to focus on the formal decision-making process and the planning of academic 
initiatives. The sense of involvement and empowerment of writing center staff at the 
research site contributed to the understanding of staff, faculty, and students’ attitudes and 
beliefs. This sense of involvement aided in understanding how informal structures 
influence writing center and cross-divisional interactions. The answers to the interview 
questions, along with the documentation analysis, helped to discover the various practices 
taking place at the research site and how they affected writing and the writing center. The 
researcher, using the conceptual framework, was able to find keywords. Given the nature 
of their positions within the university, each participant was given different sets of 
questions, even though some of the questions were the same. 
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Table 5 
 
Mapping of Conceptual Framework, Research Question, Sources, and Data 
Collection 
Construct 
from 
Conceptual 
Framework 
Research Question Sources of 
Information 
Data 
Collection 
Institutional 
Practices  
Overall Research 
Question: What are the 
organizational structures, 
cultural, political 
processes, and 
institutional practices that 
influence the role of the 
writing center at Mid-
Atlantic State University 
(MASU)? How have these 
structures and practices 
hindered or helped this 
writing center reach its 
potential? 
Faculty, Staff, 
writing center, 
students, and 
documentation 
Interviews and 
questionnaire 
and 
documentation 
Attitudes, 
beliefs, and 
perceptions of 
the writing 
center or 
writing 
How does the planning of 
campus initiatives 
regarding writing and 
writing support impact the 
writing center staff’s 
sense of involvement and 
empowerment at the 
university? 
 
Faculty, staff, 
and writing 
center; physical 
artifacts and 
documentation 
Interview and 
documentation 
How do views of the 
Writing Center differ 
among writing center 
staff, Academic Affairs 
and Student Affairs staff, 
and students? 
Faculty, staff, 
and writing 
center; physical 
artifacts and 
documentation 
Interviews and 
questionnaire 
and 
documentation 
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To schedule the individual interviews with faculty and staff, the researcher 
emailed potential participants requesting their assistance with the project. Upon receiving 
this email, the participant selected the day, time, and method (face-to-face, online, or 
phone) of the interview. The interviews took place on the research site within an 
academic or administrative building, or via telephone; they selected their site based on 
Table 5 
 
Mapping of Conceptual Framework, Research Question, Sources, and Data 
Collection 
Construct 
from 
Conceptual 
Framework 
Construct from 
Conceptual Framework 
Construct 
from 
Conceptual 
Framework 
Construct 
from 
Conceptual 
Framework 
Formal 
Structures 
How have the formal 
structures of the 
University influenced the 
writing center’s impact on 
campus? 
Faculty, staff, 
and writing 
center  
Interview 
Faculty, staff, 
and writing 
center  
Interview, 
documentation 
Informal 
(Culture/ 
Climate/image/ 
relationships) 
 
What similarities and 
differences between WC 
and AA/SA of Writing 
Center image on campus? 
 
Faculty, staff, 
writing center 
staff, and 
students; 
physical 
artifacts and 
documentation 
Interviews and 
questionnaire 
and 
documentation 
How does student use of 
the writing center impact 
the writing center’s image 
on campus? 
Students 
Writing center  
Questionnaire, 
Interviews 
How does the planning of 
campus initiatives 
regarding writing and 
writing support impact the 
writing center staff‘s 
sense of involvement and 
empowerment at the 
university? 
Writing center  Interviews 
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comfortability, ease, or to ensure privacy. Most of the interviews lasted no longer than 30 
minutes, but some lasted an hour. The interviews were only recorded to create transcripts 
for data analysis purposes. Participants were reminded of the audio recording before the 
start of the interview. Three participants did not want to be recorded.     
To gain access to the participants, the researcher used purposeful sampling. 
Purposeful or purposive sampling involves “select[ing] individuals and sites for study 
because they can purposely inform an understanding” (Creswell, 2013, pp. 299-300). 
Maximum variation sampling, a type of purposive sampling, was used. This sampling 
method “can identify essential features and variable features of a phenomenon as 
experienced by diverse stakeholders among varied contexts to facilitate informed” 
decisions (Suri, 2011, p. 67).  The process started by identifying characteristics that 
participants would meet. These characteristics include having a connection to the 
curriculum, whether it is overseeing or providing the vision of the program or assisting 
students with their written communication. Other characteristics included were being 
responsible for making decisions regarding curricular and co-curricular activities, having 
experience with the strategic plans, knowledge about budgets, and possessing knowledge 
about the institution and its history. The researcher then looked through the university 
directory to begin the search, focusing on staff members who work with students. Then, 
the researcher requested to interview their immediate supervisor, and finally, the 
researcher requested interviews with senior leadership. Purposeful sampling ensured the 
researcher collected information from participants who knew the institutions and were 
stakeholders in student success. This method also allowed the researcher to meet with 
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those who have a hand in shaping policy, priorities, and the department/unit’s culture, 
climate, and values.   
For faculty participants, the researcher recruited participants through random 
selection via a mass email invitation (see Appendix C). With a large number of faculty 
and their varying levels of involvement within the university, the researcher emailed 
faculty within the largest college on campus and a college that is known among faculty 
and staff for its students who often lack sufficient writing skills. This method ensured that 
the researcher would have faculty participants who have various types of involvement 
and frequencies with the writing center and teach writing-intensive and non-writing-
intensive courses.  A mass email safeguarded confidentiality and privacy since faculty 
members were unaware of who was participating in the study.  
For student participants, to ensure a selection of students who do and do not use 
the writing center, the researcher requested that the faculty send an email to students 
enrolled in their classes. The students enrolled in the course were sent an email invitation 
to complete an online questionnaire (see Appendix B). The researcher ensured that any 
identifying information revealed during the interview was changed to protect the 
confidentiality of the interview participants. Pseudonyms were used while specific titles 
were not be used as a way to anonymize the interviews. Protecting the confidentiality and 
privacy encouraged participants to answer honestly (Glaser, 2012).  Glaser noted that if 
participants believed that confidentiality was not maintained, they tended to answer 
dishonestly because of how others might perceive them. Social Acceptability Bias 
involves participants answering questions or withhold information because of how they 
might be perceived (Rosenfeld, 2012). However, with confidentiality and the measures to 
97 
 
protect their identity, participants are encouraged to answer honestly because the 
information they provide cannot be traced back to them.  
The researcher ensured the interviewees’ privacy by having the scheduling of 
interview time and places left to the study participants. The participants selected from 
pre-planned days but had the option of scheduling a day more convenient for them. With 
informed consent, which was given to each participant, the participants had the option of 
declining to answer questions and withdrawing from the study. For the student 
participants, to ensure confidentiality and privacy, although the questionnaire was 
delivered through an online survey platform, IP addresses were not be collected. Those 
who completed the questionnaire had the option of selecting their pseudonym. Participant 
pseudonyms and real identities were filed separately from the data linked to pseudonyms. 
The file containing the actual names of the participants was stored in a password-
protected file. Emailing individual potential participants also helped protect privacy since 
others in the participant pool were not aware of who the researcher was contacting.  
Documents and physical artifacts. Documents and physical artifacts for 
investigation (See Appendix E) were either requested by the researcher from the 
participants, found in the University Library’s Archive Collection or located on the 
MASU website. As the need or opportunity arose in the course of data collection and 
analysis, the researcher sought relevant documents through systematic online searches 
available to the public or the University’s library. Library Archive staff scanned the 
genuine document, and a digital copy was sent to the researcher’s email. Names or 
departments were replaced with pseudonyms to ensure confidentiality and privacy. 
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Data Analysis Plan 
Interviews. The information collected from the interviews was analyzed via 
content analysis (See Table 6). Bengtsson (2016) describes the process of content 
analysis in the following stages: Decontextualisation, Recontextualisation, 
Categorisation, and Compilation. To begin the analysis, the researcher had the interviews 
transcribed by a transcription service (Rev.com) and provided a copy to the participants 
to review and add further information or clarifications. The researcher read the transcripts 
and made notes and decided on codes.  The coding process included both deductive codes 
(preset codes created from the framework) and inductive codes (created as the transcript 
was read) (Bengtsson, 2016). The researcher conducted an initial, open coding using 
either researcher-defined codes or in vivo coding. The Coding Analysis Toolkit (CAT), a 
coding software, aided the process of coding. The researcher looked at the different codes 
and arranged them into themes or categories, based on the concepts outlined in the 
conceptual framework.   
After the initial cycle, a second cycle, focused coding, was used. The focused 
coding cycle narrows down codes to find the most common or prevalent themes (Saldana, 
2016, pp. 239-240). It was during the second stage of coding that the researcher sought 
out emergent codes to find themes and relationships among the data. These codes came 
from the participants themselves as well as the conceptual framework. This data analysis 
plan helped the researcher determine organizational, structural, and cultural processes 
affecting the writing centers. It also helped to understand how their position (faculty, 
administrators, and faculty-administrators in student affairs or academic affairs) 
influenced how they viewed the writing center. The latent content analysis, or the process 
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of interpreting the data (Bengtsson, 2016), happened after the transcripts had been read, 
coded, and re-read and re-coded, and categorized.  
Documentation and physical artifacts. When analyzing documents, the 
researcher used content analysis. The object of the analysis is to “establish the meaning 
of the document and its contribution to the issues being explored” (Bowen, 2009, p. 33). 
Therefore, as with the interviews, the researcher went through the process of content 
analysis. Following Merriam’s (2009) suggestion that the analysis of multiple sources 
should be analyzed simultaneously, the researcher looked through the transcripts and 
applied codes. Then, the researcher applied those codes to a document and returned to the 
transcripts. In this way, theming took place. Theming is the process of bringing together 
codes from one or more sources, which allows the researcher to present the data in a 
“coherent and meaningful way” (Sutton & Austin, 2015, p. 229). The content analysis 
process is recursive; it involves reading, coding, and rereading as a way to discover 
connections and relationships in the data.  
The conceptual framework guided the preset codes by providing broad categories 
to begin and focused the coding process for both the interviews and the documentation 
analysis. The conceptual framework led to the use of the content analysis approach since 
the process of conducting a content analysis revealed explicit and implicit attitudes and 
underlying assumptions at play in the various formal and informal structures, which 
impact the writing center. Using the conceptual framework to create, narrow down, and 
categorize emerging themes and relationships among the various sources helped reveal 
contrast or consistency between perceptions, beliefs, attitudes, and tangible or formal 
documents and artifacts.  
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Table 6 
 Codes and Emergent Themes via Content Analysis 
Code Category Theme 
Past Experience Interactions Past experiences and 
interactions can influence 
future interactions and 
perceptions. 
Expectations/Writing Center 
Services/Mission 
Perceptions/Expectations Student/Faculty/Staff 
have misconceptions and 
mismatched expectations 
on the purpose and 
mission of the Writing 
Center 
Referral Interactions Interactions between 
offices are based on level 
and type of job 
responsibilities 
Lack of Knowledge on 
University Structure 
Silos Silos between Divisions 
Lack of Services offered by 
the Writing Center  
Potential/Mission The potential of the 
writing center; (who they 
could be helping) 
Questioning Questioning Wanting to know more/do 
more/think about things 
they didn’t think about 
before 
Lack of Resources 
(Institution/university-wide)  
Budget/institutional 
practice 
Intentions 
Lack of Resources (Writing 
Center) 
Budget Intentions 
Interactions/Collaboration 
(+) 
Collaboration among 
writing Center and 
departments 
Positive working between 
Divisions/Single 
Department/Academic 
College 
Interactions/Collaboration (-) Collaboration among 
writing Center and 
departments 
Silos between 
Divisions/Single 
Department/Academic 
College 
Low Priority/SA Culture/perceptions Culture/perceptions 
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Table 6 
  
Codes and Emergent Themes via Content Analysis 
Code Category Theme 
Low Priority/outside of AL Culture/perceptions Culture/perceptions 
High Propriety/English/AL Culture/perceptions Culture/perceptions 
Served population Potential/Mission The potential of the 
writing center 
Visibility/marking/promotion Writing center potential Visibility increase 
Writing Center Organization 
(tutors, structure/placement) 
The potential of the 
writing center 
Writing Center structure 
Writing Academic Issue Perceptions/Silos Silos between 
Divisions/Single 
Department/Academic 
College 
W course (w/ connection to 
Writing Center and Writing 
Support) 
Perceptions/Expectations Student/Faculty/Staff 
have misconceptions, 
mismatched expectations 
on the purpose and 
 the mission of the 
Writing Center, and who 
serves them 
Positive  Attitudes Positive feelings toward 
the Writing Center 
Negative Attitudes Negative feelings toward 
the Writing Center 
Writing Center/Department 
Meetings/Staff Meetings (-) 
Interactions/Collaboration 
(-) 
Silos between 
Divisions/Single 
Department/Academic 
College 
Writing Center/Department 
Meetings/Staff Meetings (+) 
Interactions/Collaboration 
(+) 
Positive working between 
Divisions/Single 
Department/Academic 
College 
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Ensuring Trustworthiness 
When conducting any research, it is necessary to ensure credibility and trust. The 
study ensured creditability and trustworthiness through triangulation. Triangulation is the 
collection of different sources (Pitney, 2004; Shenton, 2004). While the study used 
multiple sources for data collection, the study also included triangulation among the 
participants. Shenton (2004) describes this as “triangulating via data sources” (p. 66). 
With this approach, the participants were from across the university, in the same division 
but with their own experiences and backgrounds. Shenton noted that experiences and 
Table 6 
 Codes and Emergent Themes via Content Analysis 
Code Category Theme 
Lack of knowledge about 
colleagues 
Interactions  Silos between 
Divisions/Single 
Department/Academic 
College 
Writing not Discussed Culture Culture of the 
Departments 
Writing Discussed Culture Culture of the 
Departments 
Faculty support Individualized Support 
for Writing 
The role of faculty in 
Writing Support/ use of 
the writing center 
Would use the Writing 
Center more if I saw it 
Collaboration among 
writing Center and 
departments based on the 
physical location 
Silos between 
Divisions/Single 
Department/Academic 
College-based on the 
physical location 
Confusion where/who 
writing help 
Perceptions/Expectations Confusion 
Student/Faculty/Staff on 
where to receive help 
Students don’t know about 
the writing center 
Perceptions/Expectations Confusion 
Student/Faculty/Staff on 
where to receive help 
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opinions could corroborate with each other. This kind of triangulation among the data 
sources and diversity among the participants established creditability while it provided a 
more in-depth picture of the case being studied.  
According to Shenton (2004), the researcher can include a statement concerning 
the researcher. A reflexivity statement accounts for the researchers’ “preconceptions and 
motivations pertaining to the research question(s)” (Finlay & Gough, 2008, p. 37). 
Examining and understanding the motives and background of the researcher helped build 
trust and credibility for the study. According to Creswell and Miller (2000), the 
researcher has several options, such as narrative, epilogue, or commentary. This 
statement could include not only the researcher’s thoughts throughout the process but 
also the “background, qualifications and experience of the investigator” (Shenton, 2004, 
p. 68). In qualitative studies, it is difficult to distance the researcher from the participants 
and the problem. Therefore, understanding and knowing something about a researcher 
can help build a study’s credibility and induce trust with the participants and the intended 
audience.   
Finally, because the primary source of the data was collected through individual 
interviews, trust and validity were established by using the participants themselves. To 
ensure the validity of the study and to establish trust, member checks can be used 
(Shenton, 2004; Creswell & Miller, 2000). Giving the transcript back to the participants 
and having them examine the interpretations are included in member checking (Birt, 
Scott, Cavers, Campbell, & Walter, 2016, p. 1803). Giving the participants the transcript 
of their interview allowed them to add further clarifications or comments. By giving them 
the preliminary interpretations or takeaways of the interview, the researcher was able to 
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know if she understood them correctly. She could know if she was off the mark in what 
she took away from the interviews. To increase the efficiency of the transcription 
process, the researcher used a transcription service (Rev.com) to transcribe the 
interviews.  The researcher asked each participant to read the transcripts and make any 
additional changes or clarifications. Only one participant made follow-up changes to the 
preliminary interpretations. By involving the participants in the process, they can ensure 
“that their words match what they actually intended” (Shenton, 2004, p. 68).  Trust and 
creditability were also established through external validity.  
With case studies, as with any study, external validity is an important aspect. With 
qualitative research, this idea is linked to the idea of transferability (Polit & Beck, 2010). 
With transferability, the researcher does not make broad claims that apply to all cases. 
Instead, Polit and Beck noted that the reader and users of the study discover how 
applicable the results are to their situation. Qualitative researchers focus on the thoughts 
and experiences of people, and case studies deal with specific people, places, or events. 
Therefore, it is challenging to take a broad brush to apply the results of one case study to 
all writing centers across the country. Writing centers while proving the same service are 
shaped by the institutions they serve. Transferability helps establish case study external 
validity since the readers can make judgments on how the case’s specific context mirrors 
their situations. 
Reflexivity statement.  This statement will shed light on why the researcher 
chose the topic and the approach to working with participants and the study’s research 
design process.  
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Ever since I was an undergraduate student, I had a passion for helping students in 
the classroom. Nevertheless, as I matured and reflected on what I wanted, this began to 
evolve. Eventually, I realized that the field of higher education rather than secondary 
education was the area for me. However, I always knew I still wanted to help students 
with their writing. My years in higher education have always had a focus on writing, 
whether it was individual assistance, resource development, or test administration. My 
educational background reflects this desire to assist students in becoming thoughtful and 
effective writers. I remember taking a course in the teaching of writing, and I noticed an 
overlap in how a student’s writing process reflects where she or he is developmentally as 
a college student. As I continued to work in higher education, my perspective on writing 
changed. It changed from a focus on the student to the overall institutional factors that 
impact writing: student success, organization, programs, and services. This is where my 
focus and desire to purpose a degree in higher education came from. 
When it comes to this study, I know that my background and interest in writing 
and student affairs have shaped my desire to focus on this particular problem within 
higher education. My work with professionals in writing centers and other writing 
programs influenced the questions I asked the participants and how I looked at the data. 
Moreover, because of my background, I could ask clarifying questions about programs 
and services when they were brought up during the interviews. While some of the 
participants asked for my opinion, I gave my opinion at the end of the interview so I 
would not influence their answers. My knowledge of writing centers, student services, 
and tutoring helped me to decide on key search words for documents as well as 
narrowing documents to research.  
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I also consider myself a pragmatist researcher since I like to look and solve 
problems for multiple lenses. This approach of wanting to view problems from multiple 
sources is one reason I chose a case study approach. My way of looking at things and 
personality shaped how I approached and interview participants. I am a very private, 
reserved person, which is why I favor individual interviews rather than group interviews 
or focus groups. However, I also wanted to feel comfortable expressing myself. Of 
course, I wanted the same for my research participants. Therefore, I gave them various 
methods (phone, face-to-face, and online) for conducting interviews. I am the type of 
person who needs to be given options and the ability to select a method of 
communication that works with my personality and schedule.  
I also want to note how my role as a researcher impacted my study. Because a 
researcher conducts interviews, the researcher can influence the collection of data. 
Because I, as a researcher, had a part to play in the collecting of data, this role can 
influence the interactions and views of the participants. Since I asked questions related to 
how they interact with the Center, many participants had “aha moments” about changing 
their practices.  By asking this question, the participants could reflect on their practices, 
which can contribute to these moments. 
Delimitations and Assumptions 
Delimitations. One of the first delimitations to discuss is the use of a single case 
study. The case study was a single site. A single case study can describe the problem in 
greater detail; it can provide a “holistic account of specific phenomena” (Willis, 2014, 
“Advantages,” para. 9). A single case study can bring up issues of rigor and external 
validity (Willis, 2014, “Limitations,” para. 1-4). This single research site can influence 
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generalizability, which is “the extent to which a researcher can generalize the account of 
a particular situation, context, or population to other individuals, times, settings, or 
context” (Onwuegbuzie & Johnson, 2006, p. 49). Within qualitative research, 
generalizability is an issue with validity (Whittemore, Chase, & Mandle, 2001). 
However, the study was more concerned with transferability, or the “degree to which the 
conclusions can be applied to other entities or setting” (O’Cathain, 2010, p. 549) since no 
writing center is the same across institutions even within the same geographical region. 
While the results of the study may not be replicated across institutions, educators at other 
institutions may find similarities and results to apply to their unique situation. A case 
study with triangulation can help with transferability because it does not solely rely on 
one source to establish external validity.   
A second delimitation of the study was the participant selection criteria. Criteria 
were selected based on a need to locate participants within the faculty and administration. 
The selected criteria ensured that faculty and administrators had institutional knowledge 
about the writing center and had a role in the culture and climate of the department. The 
first criterion was those staff who directly work with students. Then, their supervisor and 
the senior leader who oversees the department and unit were asked to participate. This 
ensured information from an administrative or faculty perspective, but also how they 
perceive their service as it relates to writing as opposed to their supervisor’s perspective.  
The criteria selected also ensured that there was diversity among the participants, such as 
years of experience and gender. The participants were from both divisions provided a 
well-rounded view of the research problem. 
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Assumptions. There were a few assumptions in this study. First, the researcher 
assumed that the participants answered the questions honestly. To help reduce response 
bias, which aids participants in answering honestly, the researcher safeguarded their 
privacy and confidentiality. Participants are more likely to answer questions honestly if 
they know their answers are confidential and when the survey design is anonymous 
(Glaser, 2012). Therefore, participants feel comfortable answering questions when they 
know that their personal information will not be disclosed.  A second aspect accepted as 
plausible is a difference in student affairs and academic affairs staff’s responses based on 
culture, job function, and values. Engstrom and Tinto (2000) argued that student affairs 
and academic affairs professionals focus on different aspects of student development, 
have different values regarding the mission of their institution, and have different areas of 
expertise and training. Therefore, these aspects influenced how they view writing centers, 
which impact on the writing center’s role at the institution.  
Chapter Summary 
Chapter 3 provided information on the framework guiding the study, the research 
design, and the research questions. It also contained the recruited and participated 
populations and sampling technique. The chapter also included how the data were 
collected and analyzed.  The chapter focused on the study’s delimitations and 
assumptions. Chapter 4 will contain the study research findings. Chapter 5 will contain 
conclusions/discussions, recommendations for faculty and staff, study limitations, and 
suggestions for future studies.  
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CHAPTER 4: FINDINGS 
This chapter reports the results of the case study. It begins with an overview of the 
research questions that guided the study. As reported in Chapter 3, the data collected 
from interviews, questionnaires, and documents were analyzed via content and latent 
content analysis. Participants were administrators from the Division of Student Affairs, 
faculty-administrators from the College of Engineering and Academic Affairs, and 
faculty from the College of Arts and Letters and the College of Engineering. Students 
were also given a survey. This study examined the formal and informal structures that are 
impacting writing centers. The study also examined cultural, political, and organizational 
structures, processes, and mechanisms to help figure out how and why writing centers 
have become marginalized within higher education. 
Research Questions 
The purpose of this study was to discover the structural forces behind how and 
why writing centers have become marginalized within higher education, as illustrated by 
a typical case. The overall research questions for this study are: what are the 
organizational structures, cultural, political processes, and institutional practices that 
influence the role of the writing center at Mid-Atlantic State University (MASU), and 
how have these structures and practices hindered or helped this writing center reach its 
potential to be strategically leveraged to support broad institutional student success 
efforts in addition to integrated holistic writing? The study also had several sub-research 
questions:  
 
1. How do the views of the Writing Center differ among writing center staff, 
Academic Affairs and Student Affairs staff, and students? 
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2. How do student use of and faculty/staff interactions with the writing center 
impact the writing center’s image on campus? 
3. How does the planning of campus initiatives regarding writing and writing 
support impact the writing center staff ‘s sense of involvement and 
empowerment at the university? 
4. How have the formal structures of the University influenced the writing 
center’s impact on campus? 
The findings for the study are organized by sub-research questions, before synthesizing 
them collectively as part of answering, in turn, the overall research questions.  
Sub-Question 1: Do the Views Differ Among the Divisions and Students? 
The data collected via participants revealed that the views among student affairs, 
academic affairs staff, did not differ. Given the limited number of student responses, it is 
difficult to determine the alignment of views among faculty, staff, and students. Instead, 
the study revealed similar perspectives of the writing center at MASU among faculty and 
staff. These viewpoints came about during numerous points in the interview.  
Positive views of the writing center.  Faculty and staff heard positive feedback 
from students.  One Arts and Letters faculty member commented,  
But my students have all enjoyed it. I haven’t done a qualitative... more looking at 
essays--that haven’t been happened, but students who have gone have always said 
that they enjoyed going and what they got out of it” (Faculty, Renee).  
Even a Student Affairs administrator, who works with students, indicated, “From what 
I’ve heard from students, it goes well. They enjoy it” (Administrator, Shannon). 
However, the feedback, as told by students to faculty, have also been negative.  
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Negative views of the writing center. The views of administrators and faculty 
also had similar negative views of the writing center. When discussing the extent the 
Writing Center accomplishes its mission, faculty and administrators often cited what they 
heard from students. One participant mentioned, “I've never had a student come back and 
say, ‘Oh! They were helpful,’ or ‘Thank God you sent me to the writing center.’ And, 
quite frankly, I haven't seen much improvement in their writing, either” (Faculty, 
Wintensive). The faculty had different views on what to expect from the Center, and this 
varies across the various departments. For instance, when asked about the Writing 
Center’s mission and what the tutors would offer, one participant indicated, 
That's the thing. So yeah, I thought it would be someone who would read... kind 
of a... I know they would help with editing or not editing. Help with teaching 
students how to write effectively, whatever that entails. But I think what I have 
done... I don't know, maybe my colleagues as well, we fuse that with editing a 
paper, maybe. So, I write a textbook, and there's an editor who looks over the 
draft and says, "Okay. This point isn't clear." They look over the entire thing; it's a 
back and forth process. And I don't know if that happens or not. Maybe. And the 
thing is though, they could do that, but I'm not sure. And something tells me that 
they don't… Well, that's what I got from my student. It was more about grammar, 
syntax; I don't know. Not necessarily looking at the entire document and talking 
about the story you're telling (Faculty, Raymond). 
 Most of the interviews revealed a split in the views:  there were positive and negative 
views. 
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Views on the writing center are split.  When discussing the level of support 
given to writing and the writing center, one faculty member did an excellent job of 
summing it up when she described it as 
There’s a split that I see. The colleagues that teach general education, they tend to 
understand the writing center more, and that's because they have a lot more 
interaction with the writing center director... I would say that the general 
education teachers would see the writing center level of support in a very positive 
way because they encourage their students to go there…. The upper level, like 
300, 400 level instructors, there's a lot of variability. A lot of them may not 
encourage the use of the writing center at all because they might assume that their 
students can already write well, or they might have some frustrations because they 
can't send all their students there because the staff isn't big enough. And the 
higher level is probably a more negative view. If I went outside of the English 
department and talked about the level of support, the overarching theme is just 
that the writing center can't and doesn't do enough, and that's just... I think it's a 
staffing issue again, but I want to add to that, to me, it's incredibly complicated” 
(Faculty, Ellen).  
Faculty and administrators mentioning both positive and negative experiences 
highlighted that some students benefit from a writing center while others do not. The 
study also focused on how the use of and interactions with the Writing Center can impact 
the Center’s image on campus.  
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Sub-Question 2: Do Use and Interactions Impact the Writing Center’s Image?   
The study revealed interactions and use of the Center could positively or 
negatively impact the image of a writing center.  The data reveals that this came about 
through past negative interactions and limited interactions.  
Past experiences create a negative image. When asked about their interaction 
with the Writing Center in the last academic year, one faculty participant mentioned, 
I haven't actually interacted with them, quite frankly, for years. My experience, 
when I first started teaching, I would send students to the Writing Center. Now, I 
have to be honest. Full disclosure, this information is dated, but when they came 
back with their papers, they were atrocious. So, after several instances of this, I 
just stopped sending them to the Writing Center (Faculty, Richard). 
A faculty-administrator also shared this negative experience. This administrator 
mentioned, “I’ll be honest, having lost so many battles, I literally fight very little trying to 
get anything to the writing center” (Faculty-Administrator, Antonio). Additionally, 
another prefaced her interview by stating, “I’ll warn you right up front, I have used the 
writing center for students, and I have not had a good experience with it” (Faculty, 
Wintensive). The data concerning interactions revealed negative experiences with the 
Writing Center and helped to describe how faculty and administrators saw the writing 
center.    
The limited interactions create the image of need-based service for students. 
The interviews revealed the kinds of interaction that took place between administrators, 
faculty, and the Writing Center. The collaborations that took place were need-based and 
focused on students. As a student service, faculty and administrators who work with 
114 
 
students would refer students to the Center. An administrator in Student Affairs indicated 
she does “a lot of referrals” (Administrator, Lisa). A faculty member explained that “I 
refer them over there if I think they need some work on their writing” (Faculty, Rebecca). 
When discussing the writing support effort on campus, one administrator described, “it as 
need-based. So again, a student, we have to ascertain that a student needs something and 
then point them. It’s not very proactive from my viewpoint, and that includes me in that” 
(Administrator, Samantha).   
When it came to student use of the writing center, the data revealed the image of 
the writing center as need-based. Faculty member Paul mentioned, when discussing 
barriers for the writing center, a student’s unwillingness and how some may need an 
incentive (i.e., better paper, better writing in future career) to increase student use of the 
Center. Regarding student perceptions, the student questionnaire reveals that students 
received assistance on a specific topic or issue (Student Survey). The reasons for visiting 
the Center were for, “editing/revising” (The Dude), “MLA proofreading, formatting 
research paper” (Sally), “Citation for papers” (Hoods). This type of assistance is focused 
and is confined to a specific paper for a specific class. Also, two of the students indicated 
that the issues they had were common among their peers (Sally; Hoods). However, one 
student indicated that since he/she rarely attends a session, he/she does not know if peers 
are using the Center (The Dude).  
Limited interactions impact the center’s profile and visible presence on 
campus. While two students mentioned that faculty “almost always” encouraged students 
to use the center, one student felt that faculty members never encouraged students to use 
the center (Student Survey). The two students who “almost always” received 
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encouragement believed that all subjects or English faculty provided the most 
encouragement (Student Survey).  Students have mixed views regarding how much they 
are encouraged to visit the writing center. Faculty like Shannon and Brent mentioned that 
students might not use the service because they do not know they can, are unaware of it, 
or did not get the help they needed. Shannon noted, “what I found again in my limited 
interactions, just because I work with first-year students, and a lot of times they don’t 
know about it” (Administrator, Shannon).  
Sub-Question 3: How Does the Planning of Initiatives Impact Involvement and 
Empowerment? 
When examining writing center marginalization, it is important to examine the 
writing center’s staff sense of empowerment; this empowerment and sense of 
involvement could be tied to the planning of writing initiatives and the support of writing 
on campus.  
The writing center involved in initiatives because writing is an academic 
issue. A few participants, particularly those in student affairs, brought up the idea of 
writing as an academic issue. They noted that writing initiatives should be handled by 
academic affairs and the writing center. For instance, when asked to describe the writing 
support effort on campus and during follow up questions about informing the campus 
community about academic resources, an administrator reflected on her experience 
working in academic affairs: 
I do. I've seen advertisements for the writing center, and I know that in the 
academic side of things when I was part of the academic advising community, 
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that all those resources, like tutoring, fell into that same umbrella for us: academic 
support (Administrator, Mia). 
When asked about the various resources the division or department gave to writing 
support, she stated: 
None that I'm aware of. Specifically, not in my area, and I'm not sure if any of 
the other areas, either because it is not a departmental function that falls in our 
area. … I think that I'm not sure where the funding comes for that area [writing 
support]. But they don't fall on [Student Affairs]. It falls really on the academic 
side (Administrator, Mia). 
Others in the Division of Student Affairs echoed this statement: 
I feel like it's like an academic affairs thing. So outside of my division, would feel 
that in theory, I would feel like they are all in, because it would feel like an 
academic affairs thing. I don't know if it is, but it feels that way. Is that maybe just 
by default of it being an academically driven initiative that makes my head think 
that way? (Administrator, Lisa) 
When describing the structure of her division and if it helps or hinders the Writing 
Center, one administrator described it as 
I think this structure probably... I don't know that it [the structure] hinders the 
Writing Center, but there's still that line between [Student Affairs] and Academic 
Affairs because there are certain thing that are under purview or at least politically 
─ Under our purview and certain things that are under Academic Affairs' 
purview… I think The Writing Center being in Academic Affairs and us being 
[Student Affairs], that's what's caused not to really think about engaging with 
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them as much because we consider them be more of an academic unit…. I think 
that's one thing that the impression, and this is just my impression, is that that's an 
academic unit, it's something to support students in their academic endeavors, and 
so I think that's probably why we've never really engaged with them. Because just 
from first thought, if somebody asked me about it, or if I sent students there, it 
would be help them with their academic writing’ (Administrator, Brenda) 
Along these same lines, when discussing senior leadership’s advocacy for writing 
support, one administrator stated:  
I think it's going to probably look different for me because I'm under [Student 
Affairs] versus like the provost… I mean, the academic side of the house. I 
would say, … we have a high commitment to customer service, and a lot of our 
support focuses on retention, but not necessarily specific academics domains. 
(Administrator, Samantha) 
While some student affairs staff commented on the high level of support given to writing, 
they also mentioned that writing is an academic issue. Therefore, the Writing Center or 
the Division of Academic Affairs should be the division that assists with writing support. 
However, the study showed that all departments are responsible for writing. Senior 
leadership within the Division of Academic Affairs stated, 
And then we talk a lot about the success of our [writing in the disciplines] 
program and how it can become a model for other initiatives to get faculty. Then 
I think that is an issue that comes up with some is that applying faculty. I think 
writing is the English department's responsibility when it's actually every 
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department's responsibility to teach it in some way (Faculty-Administrator, 
Benjamin) 
When asked about the placement of the Writing Center being within the English 
Department, this same academic affairs administrator stated, 
Now, at the same time, one of the drawbacks of that is that everyone thinks that 
writing belongs to English when it doesn't. It belongs to all of us. The 
responsibility for it and the accountability. But those first getting students going, 
maybe they need to count on the people who really know what they're doing, and 
that would be in English (Faculty-Administrator, Benjamin). 
While senior leadership saw writing as an overall university issue, many of those who 
work with students directly often saw writing as an academic issue.  
Many writing programs on campus, but the writing center is not involved.  
The theme of various writing services came up when participants addressed if the 
structure of Student Affairs, Academic Affairs, and the Writing Center hinder or helped 
collaboration with the Center.  One faculty member mentioned programs and services 
such as 
efforts outside of the writing center that crop up…The only ones of those that 
seem to last is when you have a department have a dedicated tutor for writing that 
they hire and fund, and there's two that I know of.  One is in computer science. 
Computer science has somebody every semester, a grad student who works with 
writing and grading of papers, and they coordinate TAs who are typically from 
India who are unfamiliar with the conventions of teaching and writing and 
grading a paper in America. So, computer science has always had somebody. I 
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think they've always had somebody, actually. Nursing has a GA that's continuing. 
I know the nursing doctoral program does. I don't know about undergrad. Those 
are two sites. Those are ones that last.” (Faculty, Ellen). 
One participant described the various writing initiatives on campus as 
drastically uncoordinated: I feel like there's still a lot of siloing going on. For 
example, [Redacted], oh, what's her last name, [Redacted] has its own silo, but 
they talk about teaching issues. The Writing Center sits in a silo. [Redacted] is its 
own silo. [Redacted] has... they have another initiative, and it's in its own silo. 
The [interdisciplinary writing program] are its own silo.… And I feel like a lot of 
us are doing the same things from different things, but nobody really talks to each 
other (Faculty, Keith). 
Another faculty member noted, “I think the bigger hindrance that comes from 
having different programs coming up here and there and everywhere is that it’s confusing 
for students” (Ellen). She explained further, “They [students or faculty] they want writing 
help, they think writing center… students who could just be confused trying to figure out 
where to go” (Ellen).  In agreement, a faculty-administrator believed that 
the writing on-campus support is good, but it can be kind of scattered that 
sometimes there's been confusing because …the [development/remedial writing 
program] has the group tutoring, that sometimes they're confused about where to 
go. Some of them come for extra support here, too, but [the writing center is] 
always trying to make sure they aren't actually missing their group tutoring. 
Sometimes faculty come looking for help from [the writing center], not on their 
own writing, but for the faculty development side of writing assignments and 
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things… there's a lot of these entities on campus that do different things. 
Sometimes I don't think it's always clear to people where to go (Faculty-
Administrator, Melissa). 
Internal documents from the University Archives further supported and illustrated the 
MASU’s writing support efforts. There were various internal memos to the Provost and 
program flyers concerning writing initiatives and services on campus. The documents 
revealed that MASU appeared to have had issues with students writing effectively upon 
graduating. Various services in the past were in place to assist students at the beginning, 
middle, and end of their academic careers. There are various programs with similar 
names (writing associates, writing center, and associated writing program). However, 
they appear to have different purposes, and the writing center is only one of these 
services. But the Center does not or did not oversee any other program.   
Nearly all the faculty members interviewed mentioned attending a writing-
intensive workshop, designed to help faculty incorporate writing into writing-intensive 
courses, or mentioned the emails they received from that office/program administrator. 
Throughout the interviews, while eight participants mentioned the interdisciplinary 
writing workshop as a faculty service, ten faculty members recalled attending the 
workshop as part of professional development in teaching their course. MASU webpages 
revealed that the interdisciplinary writing workshop does not involve the writing center 
on its advisory board. Moreover, while a few participants believed the Writing Center 
was responsible, the webpages revealed that another unit within Academic Affairs 
oversees it.   
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Faculty or departments offer writing support but do not include the center. 
A few faculty members, when addressing their or their department’s priority to writing 
support, mentioned the level of involvement to faculty or faculty-advisors and helping 
graduate students with their writing. For instance, 
My colleagues, you know, I work with them with graduate theses and even the 
things that the students produce in our film or video… I think that my colleagues 
are pretty much in tune with those kinds of concerns... But I don't know that we 
particularly see the writing center as the kind of the helper in this respect…They 
should. Some of them. I think they can. My general impression is that they can 
and that there seems to be... although, I must say, for students whose English is a 
second language, it generally falls to your dissertation advisor or your thesis 
advisor to work with you” (Faculty, Wintensive).  
This idea was also present in other academic colleges. Likewise, within Engineering, one 
participant stated,  
I believe, as a graduate program, in many ways, we're gonna have more need of 
writing center's support. Unfortunately, the hassle that we've had over... and this is 
been a problem for over a decade at this point... we have very little in the way of 
support as far as I'm concerned… In a similar vein, the writing center typically 
would be the support with the graduates that work with the students or in general. 
Even as staff or faculty, we have, what I'm my opinion is absolutely inadequate… 
we have no support from the point of view of writing…. So, at this point in time, 
writing support is provided by faculty directly to students. Unfortunately, is a role 
for which we are not trained; we are not prepared. Faculty should, we should 
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ourselves, most of the time, have some form of writing center to support us 
(Faculty-Administrator, Antonio). 
There was at least one faculty member who explained why faculty, at least within his 
department or himself, helped graduate students.  Faculty member Raymond stated that 
“Yeah, but then we do [assist with writing] ourselves. We work with the students. 
(Raymond). When asked about sending them to the Writing Center, he responded, “No, 
they might actually be insulted if you sent them to the Writing Center” (Raymond). Then, 
when asked why they would be insulted, he responded, “That’s a good question. That’s a 
Ph.D. thing. Because I think that they associate that one has with the writing center is that 
you can’t write” (Raymond).   
Faculty members had a hand in providing writing support to graduate students 
(Faculty, Brent, Ellen, Paul, Rebecca, and Kelly). Faculty members provide feedback to 
the students on their writing (Faculty, Ellen, Wintensive, Kelly, and Leonardo), and 
conduct conferences or other individual assistance with the student (Faculty, Ellen and 
Richard). Some faculty members even mentioned that when it comes to graduate 
students, helping them with writing usually falls to the faculty-advisor (Antonio, Octavio, 
Raymond). However, webpages and internal announcements reveal that the Writing 
Center assists graduate students. The documents revealed the Center hosts and co-hosts 
writing assistance events. However, the faculty may not be aware of the events taking 
place. Furthermore, when it comes to collaboration, the Writing Director works with the 
“Graduate program Directors for graduate writing and with the Graduate College Dean to 
support graduate student writing” (Faculty-Administrator, Melissa).  The Director also 
works with faculty, “especially in Arts and Letters, running workshops for various 
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classes” (Faculty-Administrator, Melissa). When it came to the Writing Center’s 
participation in department meetings where the planning of those initiatives could be 
taking place, the Writing Center Director is not present (Faculty-Administrator, Melissa).   
Many faculty members in both academic colleges did not or do not recall having 
the Writing Center staff in department meetings. In Engineering, one faculty member 
recalled, “I didn’t see them any time we were discussing this [writing]” (Faculty, Mike). 
When discussing leadership’s advocacy for writing support, one faculty member 
indicated that he had “ever heard anything mentioned in a department meeting or 
anything with the Writing Center or writing support” (Faculty, Richard). One faculty 
member even mentioned the history of a lack of writing support or advocacy for writing 
support. He stated,  
Well, my chair have never mentioned it. Never. ever. And I have seen 
three chairs. None of the chairs have mentioned in any department 
meeting the word "writing.". have seen three different chairs. Different 
styles. None of them talks about writing. Doesn't happen. It just doesn't 
happen. I'll be surprised if, in any other department, in Engineering, they 
do talk about writing (Faculty, Octavio). 
One faculty member did explain this lack of involvement of the writing center since 
writing initiatives are not discussed in department meetings because writing is explicit in 
what they do as faculty and that those meetings are focused on other issues (Faculty, 
Paul).  
The data shows that administrators and faculty agreed that the Writing Center has 
limited participation in meetings as a result of department outreach, writing center 
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outreach, or the nature of the meetings. However, this was not the case in the English 
Department.  
English department offers writing support and includes the writing center.  
The English Department provided the Writing Center an opportunity to discuss and be 
involved in the planning of writing initiatives. For instance, within the English 
Department, the “[Writing Center Director] gives a report every meeting… Gives 
numbers… gave a presentation [at faculty a retreat]” (Faculty, Keith). He knows that the 
Writing Center staff members do “give workshops, and there’s a brown bag lunch series 
for people who are teaching general ed (Faculty, Keith).  In the English Department, [the 
Writing Center Director] is very active in the meetings” (Faculty, Keith). 
At these meetings, the “Writing Center Director has a moment at every 
department meeting to speak… they’ll give a report on the state of the writing center, 
what’s going on, and then numbers, that kind of thing, initiatives they have going, as far 
as new projects or hiring or budget or something like that, but usually it’s just a couple 
minutes of talking” (Faculty, Ellen).  The Writing Center Director is “always present. She 
helped lead and facilitate a workshop on the retreat with [the new Writing Program 
Administrator]. So, I see in English very much so. I don’t see any within women’s 
studies” (Faculty, Renee).   
One faculty member mentioned the Writing Center Director’s status within the 
Department.  The Writing Center Director “is a member of the English Department” 
(Faculty, Renee), and department meeting are designed for “full-time faculty, and so 
you’re usually only going to have the Writing Center Director involved” (Faculty, Ellen). 
Moreover, the Writing Center Director has “worked with a ton of administrative staff and 
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faculty, partially because anything that seems to be writing-related on-campus [the 
writing center director gets] invited to come” (Faculty-Administrator, Melissa).  
The writing center staff are not involved in initiatives because no outreach 
takes place.  The Writing Center Director is often looped into the conversation when 
writing is concerned (Faculty-Administrator, Melissa). However, Melissa also revealed 
that there might be some meetings where writing initiatives are discussed, but the writing 
center staff or director are not invited. Therefore, the interview revealed if the different 
departments discuss writing initiatives within their department meetings, the Writing 
Center Director or staff could be unaware of those discussions.  
Sub-Question 4: Have Formal Structures Influenced the Writing Center’s Impact?  
The interviews and the physical documents shed light on the formal structures and 
their influence on the writing center’s impact on the MASU campus.   
Limited formal outreach limits knowledge about the writing center. A faculty 
member was asked why she or her colleagues do not send students to the Writing Center. 
She mentioned, “most of our classes are calculations, so I don’t know. I didn’t know that 
other professor are sending them. I don’t know how it works. I mean, nobody showed me 
-presentations- what are services” (Mike). First, Mike revealed that she did not know what 
her colleagues were doing: if they were sending them to the Center. Second, she noted 
that there were no formal presentations on the services within the Divisions of Student 
Affairs and Academic Affairs available to students and faculty. A lack of communication 
or a lack of knowledge about what colleagues are doing was also present in data collected 
from student affairs staff.   
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When asked if the structure of student affairs hinders collaboration with the 
Writing Center, administrator Samantha mentioned,  
Think the only exception goes back to our academic initiatives team, that being 
segmented does make things a little bit confusing again, because again, even 
before this meeting, you had said the questions, and I was like, “Maybe I should 
ask [redacted] if he has more exposure to the writing center, because I don’t, 
being new and that not being my domain area, I’m not sure that we do anything. 
She also revealed that she did not have a clear idea of what was currently being offered at 
the Writing Center. For example, when asked about the potential of the writing center, 
she responded, “I’m basing it on other locations, so this might already be happening” 
(Administrator, Samantha). One participant summed it up by stating, “I suspect most of 
the faulty are like me that they know the Writing Center exists, but we don’t have a good 
understanding of all that it offers” (Faculty, Jacob).  
This idea of not speaking with each other was best characterized by Panda, a 
faculty-administrator. Panda described the structure of the Division of Academic Affairs 
as a loose coordination of diverse silos or Confederacy of Silos. Panda explained that 
there is no need for others to reach outside of their department or their emphases. He said 
that the Writing Center, being in the English department, only receives communications 
about or concerning English. The reason for this lack of communication is that the 
structure of Academic Affairs does not allow for cross-department communication and 
because of the varying values held by faculty (Faculty-Administrator, Panda). 
Formal resources create dependency on English department resources. One 
theme to emerge from the data dealt with writing support funds at the institution. A 
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search through University Archives revealed past memos, budgets as well as student-
generated material concerning the funding of a writing associates program. From these 
documents and various memos, it appeared that funding of a writing associates program 
was a recurring issue. Various memo exchanges from a faculty member, the English 
Chair, and the Provost revealed that, at one point in MASU history, writing support 
struggled with funding. The memos revealed a need for a writing associates program (the 
first incarnation of the Writing Center). However, according to documents, somehow, the 
program was overlooked in the actual English Department budget submission. As a result 
of this oversight, no funds to allotted to the program. The Provost at the time had to find 
money to keep the labs/writing associate’s program open (even if it was a delayed 
opening). Additional documents, particularly in the proposal for a new writing center (the 
2nd incarnation of the Writing Center), referred to the lack of funding for the writing 
associates program and how it was first implemented without proper funding. Secondly, 
the new incarnation of the writing center drew attention to the fact that the Writing 
Center’s budget should not be funneled through the English Department or a 
reconciliation budget. It was argued in the proposal that it should be a base-budget.  
Additionally, internal documents, letters to Provost by faculty, also indicated that 
with past iterations of the Writing Center, staff tried to increase services by requesting a 
compromise of various pools of money to fund student workers. Documents such as a 
student-driven newspaper article indicated students were frustrated by a delayed opening 
of the writing lab by an apparent lack of funding given to the writing associates program. 
This lack of funding was addressed when Antonio stated 
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The usual problem that we have, and this is a [MASU] pervasive issue of 
resources. No resources. We seemingly have zero support, no resources for 
anybody. So, I think quite frequently, this is actually comes up as a problem or 
something that most people seem to recognize, but no one is willing to really put 
forward the resources and funding that I think that are necessary to support this 
(Faculty-Administrator, Antonio). 
The Writing Center budget and resources were also addressed when participants were 
asked about what would enable or prevent the Center’s potential from being reached.  
While Faculty member, Renee stated, “I think, and this is more of an institutional 
problem, more funding. They need it in the budget right now, and I think more funding 
would enable more availability,” Faculty member Ellen further highlighted the budgeting 
problem. She stated, “There's an extremely small budget that is for supplies, like office 
supplies, and the writing center director gets funded to go to one conference… They have 
a small one now, but it's not what it needs to be” (Faculty, Ellen). The problem with the 
funding is also apparent outside of the Writing Center.  
One faculty member explained that writing support, 
Would be likely the Chair's decision or, probably more accurately, we 
have a budget from the Dean. The Chair makes some decisions in terms of 
expenditures. I think though a branch of that is like, the money is not there 
at the university level to support a major initiative should we want to do 
some things… I'm not sure what the Provost Office would have to offer, 
but I mean it is largely, at least on the college level, a resource issue. 
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Should we want to make a major initiative, could we independently fund 
it? I suspect the answer is no” (Faculty, Jacob).  
Current services hinder when and how the writing center can assist students.  
The data revealed that there was a recurring practice at the MASU, which involved 
various writing support programs or services to assist in measuring and improving 
student writing; however, often, the Writing Center was not mentioned. According to 
letters, memos, and announcements, MASU had services focused on developing writing 
skills (i.e., development/remedial writing skills). This office offered skills workshops to 
students enrolled in developmental courses. These documents also revealed that the 
remaining student population could attend these workshops; this program was also in 
charge of placement and [graduation writing] tests. At one point in the history of MASU, 
the University was going to initiate a writing course that took place in a student’s junior 
year. However, that seems to have never been implemented in the early 1980s. Then, 
there was the implementation of a writing-intensive course in the 2010s. When discussing 
writing support effort on the campus, one faculty member referred to this history when 
she stated, “I know what they did when they had the [graduation writing test]. But that’s 
long gone. And the [graduation writing test] did run some tutoring and working with 
students type thing, but that’s been long gone” (Faculty, Wintensive). 
Still, another faculty member mentioned more recent writing assistance. She 
stated, 
There have been attempts to have writing tutoring…The only ones of those that 
seem to last is when you have a department have a dedicated tutor for writing that 
they hire and fund, and there's two that I know of. There might be others, but 
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there's two that are always in place…Computer science has somebody every 
semester, a grad student who works with writing and grading of papers, and they 
coordinate TAs who are typically from India who are unfamiliar with the 
conventions of teaching and writing and grading a paper in America….Nursing 
has a GA that's continuing. I know the nursing doctoral program does. I don't 
know about undergrad…Those are ones that last (Faculty, Ellen). 
The study did reveal informal structures in place and how they impacted the writing 
center on campus.  
The writing culture and level of priority impact the center’s work with the 
campus community. When participants were asked about the level of priority given to 
writing support, they believe that they and their colleagues give a high level to writing. A 
faculty-administrator noted, 
I think it's very important. So, it's a high priority…. Depending on which 
colleagues we're looking at. I think faculty would say it's an insufficient level of 
support; they would recognize that. I think some others in other divisions at my 
level might think all the units are starved. So, the level of support, while 
insufficient, is comparable to other programs we're getting” (Faculty-
Administrator, Benjamin). 
When asked about senior leadership’s advocacy for writing support, it was noted, 
I think depending on the level of senior leadership. The president, obviously, his 
degree is essentially in writing as an English major or journalism major. So, he 
absolutely sees the value of writing and embraces it more so than you might get 
from someone who doesn't have that background. I think they see the importance 
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and the value of having programs that meet our students where they are. And I 
think the Dean, to that level, very much see the value of writing (Faculty-
Administrator, Benjamin). 
A faculty-administrator commented that 
I will say that I think... at the very least, I feel like the Chair and the Dean of Arts 
and Letters are supportive and wants there to be a writing center budget. For 
instance, because they see the value in the things that we do and want there to be 
monetary support for the work that we do. I think that the department is really 
supportive, mostly because, for instance, every one of the grad students that 
works in [the Writing Center] is funded through the English department (Melissa). 
However, there was also a discrepancy in the feelings of support toward writing and the 
writing center. For instance, one faculty member commented,  
The chair, I feel like our department chair and our dean are very supportive of the 
Writing Center. Above that, I think [senior leadership in Academic Affairs] is 
very supportive of the Writing Center. But I think overall within the overall 
administration of [MASU], I don't feel like there's much... much support that in 
terms of... This Provost is much better than the last provost” (Faculty, Keith) 
Another faculty member mentioned how her “Chair is pretty picky about writing, 
particularly for the graduate students” (Wintensive). While the notion of a culture of 
writing was present within the English department, Engineering faculty seemed to believe 
that writing was not a part of the field of Engineering.  One faculty member, in response 
to senior leadership’s advocacy for writing support, mentioned, “Well, my Chair have 
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never mentioned it. Never” (Faculty, Octavio). And, then when asked about resources 
towards writing he mentioned, 
 The same, the same. Yeah, zero, there is nothing here. Well, let me just say just 
in case that I am aware of; we don't have resources. We don't. To address writing 
issues? Mm-hmm (refutative). Internal here? No. Not even at college level, that 
I'm aware of. Again, that I'm aware of. But I know we have the writing center. 
That's the best I know (Faculty, Octavio). 
When asked about his priority given to writing, a faculty-administrator in Engineering 
mentioned, “It’s my job to find as many resources as we possibly can. The faculty decide 
where... we truly run the department as a collective. The faculty decides where we’re 
gonna spend money” (Faculty –Administrator, Antonio). One faculty member described 
the culture of Engineering as 
I can say, but you have to remember the background, you're talking about 
engineering faculty. And the idea of engineers writing is not very popular around 
here, that's part of the culture, unfortunately. So, people think that engineers do 
not write. (Faculty, Octavio) 
This view was further reflected in one faculty member’s response to a series of 
follow up questions related to the structure and collaboration with the Writing Center. 
One participant mentioned, “Because for us, most of our courses are very heavily 
content-oriented, so it’s like math-based instruction, so you know, grading writing, it’s 
not... We don’t feel comfortable with it” (Faculty, Mike). In terms of the culture and level 
of support given to writing, one faculty-administrator mentioned how the English 
133 
 
Department and the College’s leadership supported a request for an independent writing 
center budget but then commented that 
I think that there are various initiatives on campus that show that upper 
administration is too [supportive of the writing and the writing center], but I'm not 
sure that... and I don't know if it's that [the Writing Center is] not doing a good job 
getting that information across, but [the writing center] budget got turned down at 
the provost level, not at the college level (Faculty-Administrator, Melissa). 
Only one faculty member specifically mentioned the writing culture of MASU. She 
stated, 
A writing center doesn't work in isolation. A writing center thrives when it's at an 
institution that values writing as a culture. I don't, but I don't know. I'm also new. 
But my impression is that we have lots of separate conversations about writing 
but not a lot of cross-department, cross-curricular conversations about writing. 
My impression is that was what [new WPA) is going to try to initiate more” 
(Faculty, Renee) 
Additionally, participants said senior leadership gave it a high priority; however, one 
described it as 
I think it's very high. I think in word it's very high. Our problem is not on our 
intent. Our problem tends to be, and this specifically at [MASU], are problem lies 
in our execution and in our action. This is apparent in a lot of different functions, 
a lot of different areas. We have great attention, but we never ever back that up 
adequately’ (Faculty-Administrator, Antonio). 
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Overall Question: How are structures and practices impacting writing center 
potential? 
The overall research question focused on the potential of the writing center to be 
strategically leveraged to support broad institutional student success efforts in addition to 
integrated holistic writing. This section presents the findings of the study that focus on 
three areas. First, there is connection between formal structures such as funding, staffing 
operations, organizational structure, and how the Writing Center can reach its potential. 
These structures can alter decision-making capabilities or the ability to reach a new 
population of clients that include undergraduate, graduate students, and faculty. Second, 
the impact that outreach between the divisions has the potential of forming different 
partnerships. Finally, the surprising result that shows faculty and staff questioning how 
they can better assist the writing center in forming partnerships to reach its potential. 
These three major areas reveal how practices and structures impact this writing center’s 
potential. 
Formal structures are not available to allow the writing center to do what it 
would like. The first aspect that emerged was the issue of funding or lack of funding for 
the Writing Center. When discussing how the writing center could research its potential 
(whether that was additional tutors, space, embedded models), the most prominent barrier 
was funding, as mentioned earlier. Related to this issue of funding was the idea of a 
writing center’s budget being expanded to meet the needs of students. One faculty-
administrator, Panda, mentioned that the Writing Center must fight for resources in the 
English Department budget, which is competing with the College of Arts and Letters, 
which is competing with Academic Affairs. Moreover, while the Chair of the English 
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Department never turned down the Writing Center Director’s request, Writing Center 
Director does not “actually have any control, nor is there a set budget” (Faculty-
Administrator, Melissa). A budget was brought up again during discussions of the 
commitment given to writing support. 
For one participant, his commitment to writing support included monetary and 
formal partnerships. One faculty-administrator demonstrated his commitment to writing 
support by not only creating a partnership with the Writing Center concerning tutors but 
also wanting to give money to the Center. However, this money could not be given to the 
Center because the Writing Center has no budget code. Additionally, he mentioned that 
his colleagues are not asking themselves how they can divert money to the Writing 
Center. He has diverted funds to support e-portfolios in the past, but not writing (as of 
yet), but he would do so if the need arose (Faculty-Administrator, Panda). Budget and 
having an available pool of money is key to the creation of services and staffing, which 
can significantly help or hinder a writing center in pursuing its own course.  
Formal structures and organizational design can slow the decision-making 
process.  The MASU organizational chart does not list the Writing Center. Rather, the 
chart lists the Dean of the College. Therefore, the structure of the Writing Center in 
relation to the rest of the MASU structure is unclear. What is known is that there are 
many layers the Writing Center must go through to make decisions or to receive 
approval. This aligned with a theme that emerged from two interviews, which was the 
notion that the Writing Center needed more autonomy. One faculty member in 
Engineering went on to describe how the Writing Center “[Director] was not free to make 
decisions without department approval” (Faculty, Michael). A faculty-administrator 
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believed, “I think if it were fully resourced and given the ability to chart its course more, 
then like I said, it could reach out more to students” (Benjamin). 
The interviews reveal that faculty and staff within the Division of Academic 
Affairs believed that the Writing Center Director needed more autonomy to make 
decisions. The data reveals that the Writing Center Director is not a budget unit leader, a 
person who has the responsibilities and oversight of approving money allocation 
regarding staffing, inventory, and funds towards additional services offered by the unit. 
Rather, the Writing Center Director, according to the organizational chart, webpages, and 
interviews, makes requests to a direct supervisor who may or may not have to seek 
approval from a position higher in the organizational chart.  
When discussing the placement of the Writing Center in the English Department, 
faculty member Michael mentioned that he believed the Writing Center should be 
independent of an academic college/department. He believed that because the Writing 
Center helps all students, it should not be in one specific department. This faculty 
member believed that to reach more students the University needs to reconsider the 
placement of the Writing Center within the organizational structure of the University. For 
this Engineering faculty member, the decisions regarding which student population to 
focus on or assist was tied to autonomy and the Writing Center’s position within a 
specific department.  
Limited staffing prevents increasing student use and reaching a wider 
population.  When asked about writing center potential and what that potential would 
look like, a few participants focused on cross-disciplinary tutors in the Writing Center as 
a way for the Writing Center to reach its potential of assisting students. This was echoed 
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in Engineering when Faculty member Michael mentioned that the Writing Center could 
do more to help students in Engineering, maybe through workshops. The idea of assisting 
students outside of Arts and Letters was explicitly stated by other faulty. For example, an 
Arts and Letters faculty member stated, 
I think it would be great to have tutors from different disciplines. My impression 
is that it's mostly English right now, and I think that there's such a push and trend 
towards writing across the curriculum and writing in disciplines, the writing 
center I worked at as a master's student purposely went and got excellent writers 
from STEM fields to be tutors and so they can tutor writing that's specific to those 
fields. So, I don't know. This again, I don't know. But I don't know if someone 
who's working on a lab report would know to go to the writing center and would 
have that expertise. So, I think that would be great (Faculty, Renee) 
This same potential was brought up again with the idea that “it would be nice to have 
full-time tutors over there, full-time instead of graduate students tutors” (Faculty, Keith) 
and how he “[wished] there were more tutors for more graduate students for more 
disciplines. Like graduate students in sciences” (Faculty, Keith). However, the need for 
additional tutors was not just limited to the STEM fields. For instance, when asked about 
no longer receiving any support from the Division of Academic Affairs regarding writing 
in foreign languages, one faculty member stated, 
 [The Writing Center] should be able to, because there are certain molds or styles 
of writing and how do you, where do you put information, how you should be 
making the paragraphs, how you should be distributing the information. I don't 
know if that's something that is actually working or not. In terms of the students 
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being aware of that because I think that in many cases, what happens is we might 
think about that, but the students do not really process it, so they don't realize that 
what they do for one class may be using it for another one, because I write like 
this and they don't realize either that what you're doing in one class does not 
transpose directly to another (Faculty, Leonardo) 
Another idea that emerged was the use of a different type of tutor. For instance, if part-
time tutors “were available, then [the Writing Center] might be able to actually support 
those students better” (Faculty-Administrator, Melissa) or having adjunct and lecturers 
start out in the writing center or have faculty work in the Center as part of course release” 
(Faculty-Administrator, Panda). 
A lack of formal resources limits offering services beyond the undergraduate 
population. Another potential emerged from the data focused on the services that the 
Writing Center could provide. The data reveals that faculty and staff believe the Writing 
Center should focus on different populations.  
Working with faculty.  Some participants, when they discussed the potential, 
focused on faculty. Some seemed not to know if the writing center provided faculty with 
assistance. For instance, one participant mentioned, “at the faculty level, I have no idea if 
they do. If they provide help to faculty, to be honest, I don’t know” (Faculty, Octavio). 
Some faculty members mentioned assistance with their writing. For instance, some saw 
“some faculty struggling with writing papers. So, maybe we have something like how 
citation systems are working, latex, whatever writing systems there exist, and then maybe 
that can help... like, professional development for faculty” (Faculty, Mike). Some faculty 
members felt that “Even as staff or faculty, we have, what I’m my opinion is absolutely 
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inadequate... we have no support from the point of view of writing” (Faculty-
Administrator, Antonio). However, one faculty member felt “like the Writing Center is 
focused on the students, and helping the students improve. And that the improving 
disciplinary writing folks are focused on helping the faculty have writing assignments” 
(Faculty, Rebecca). Other participants continued to focus on assisting student 
populations.  
Working with graduate students. A few faculty members, when addressing their 
or their department’s priority to writing support, mentioned the level of involvement that 
faculty or faculty-advisors provide to graduate students. For example,  My colleagues, 
you know, I work with them with graduate theses and even the things that the students 
produce in our film or video… I think that my colleagues are pretty much in tune with 
those kinds of concerns... But I don’t know that we particularly see the writing center as 
the kind of the helper in this respect…They should. Some of them. I think they can. My 
general impression is that they can and that there seems to be...although, I must say, for 
students whose English is a second language, it generally falls to your dissertation 
advisor or your thesis advisor to work with you (Faculty, Wintensive).  This idea was also 
present in the other academic colleges.  For instance, within Engineering, one participant 
mentioned,  
 
 I believe, as a graduate program, in many ways, we're gonna have more need of 
writing center's support. Unfortunately, the hassle that we've had over... and this is 
been a problem for over a decade at this point... we have very little in the way of 
support as far as I'm concerned… In a similar vein, the writing center typically 
would be the support with the graduates that work with the students or in general. 
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Even as staff or faculty, we have, what I'm my opinion is absolutely inadequate... 
we have no support from the point of view of writing…. So, at this point in time, 
writing support is provided by faculty directly to students. Unfortunately, is a role 
for which we are not trained; we are not prepared. Faculty should─ we should 
ourselves most of the time have some form of writing center to support us 
(Faculty-Administrator, Antonio). 
Some believed that the Writing Center does not or does not adequately assist 
graduate students. Many of the barriers to reaching its potential had to do with funding 
and staffing. Many participants felt that the Writing Center did not have enough money to 
staff the Center with student or professional staff adequately. Faculty member, Ellen, 
summed it up when she said, “the overarching theme is just that the writing center can’t 
and doesn’t do enough, and that’s just... I think it’s a staffing issue again.” The potential 
of the Writing Center also focused on the interactions and outreach within the divisions.  
A lack of outreach limits interactions between divisions and limits 
partnerships.  The data reveals the Writing Center’s level of inclusion in 
department/staff or other meetings. While one participant mentioned that, “I think we 
have had [the former Writing Center Director] in one [meeting], but it’s been awhile 
ago… And we’ve primarily gone to them. We reach out to them to say hey, can we come 
meet with them, rather than them coming in to talk with us” (Administrator, Barbara). 
Most administrators did not include or invite any writing center to meetings. One 
administrator who works closely with the academic side of the University mentioned, “I 
don’t know why I’ve never done that [invited the Writing Center to a staff a meeting]” 
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(Shannon).  Partnerships between the two are further hindered by a lack of outreach, 
either their part or the part of the Writing Center’s staff.  
When describing the potential of the Writing Center, most participants focused on 
increasing services and other resources. Only one participant aligned with the view of the 
writing center’s potential to support broad institutional student success. It was surprising 
that only one person mentioned a possible connection with the Writing Center working 
with more traditional aspects of student success (coaching and mentoring) (Faculty-
Administrator, Panda). He also believed that the Writing Center could serve as 
professional development for faculty. In his view, adjunct/lecturers would start out in the 
writing center, or faculty could work in the Center as part of course release (Faculty- 
Administrator, Panda).  
Administrators and faculty questioning writing center partnerships. An 
interesting and unexpected finding that was found during the analysis phase was the idea 
or notion of participants thinking about things never thought of before or thinking about 
various partnerships or collaborations with the writing center. One participant 
commented,   
I was like, "Well, kind of depressed with myself," because we have an 
opportunity here, especially with the academic integrity world. I do a lot of 
referrals, so don't plagiarize, go see the writing center, but I haven't done that 
proactive reach out to the writing center to identify how we can partner. And so, I 
was a little disappointed in myself, but maybe this is these opportunities is why 
we're here. So, I don't know that I have one. (Administrator, Lisa) 
Another faculty member commented,  
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With students, outside of teaching. We don't. And I do work with Geography 
Club, so that would be something interesting to get into Geography Club. But no, 
I don't do it outside the classroom at all. (Faculty, Nora).  
The theme of thinking about things differently was also found with Engineering faculty. 
When asked about what could enable or prevent the Writing Center from potentially 
helping faculty, one participant coached it in terms of not knowing what services the 
Writing Center offers. He stated,  
Maybe they are doing it, and I don't know. I don't know; it could be... it could be 
that I haven't asked. Maybe they are not aware of the need. Maybe they don't 
know that faculty would like to have that opportunity, to have somebody from 
that center to help them out. Nobody has said anything, and it only comes to my 
mind because you're asking, by the way. If you wouldn't ask me, I wouldn't be 
thinking about it. I'm thinking, and like I told you when I read your question 
yesterday, and I said, “Huh, this is a good question (Faculty, Octavio). 
Chapter Summary 
The themes that emerged contained positive and negative feelings toward the 
writing center as well as the overall writing support effort on campus. The documents, 
artifacts, and interviews revealed competing resources and services regarding writing. 
The competition for resources and the various programs on campus impact the writing 
center on the MASU campus.  The interviews revealed an awakening or questioning of 
collaborations with the writing center. Chapter 5 will connect these themes around the 
conceptual framework found in Chapter 3 of the study. Finally, future studies, limitations, 
and recommendations will be discussed.  
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CHAPTER 5: DISCUSSION 
The purpose of this case study was to discover the structural forces behind how 
and why writing centers have become marginalized within higher education.  This 
chapter includes a discussion of the major findings focusing on how staff and faculty 
work together, the view of writing support on campus, the role of faculty, recurring 
practices in place at the institution, the potential of a writing center, and a desire for 
change. The chapter also includes limitations of the study, future research, and it 
concludes with recommendations. 
Major Findings  
The research questions for this study were: what are the organizational structures, 
cultural, political processes, and institutional practices that influence the role of the 
writing center at Mid-Atlantic State University (MASU)? How have these structures and 
practices hindered or helped this writing center reach its potential? With the sub-research 
questions of 
 1. How do views of the Writing Center differ among writing center staff, 
Academic Affairs and Student Affairs staff, and students? 
 2. How do student use of and faculty/staff interaction with the writing center 
impact the writing center’s image on campus?  
3. How does the planning of campus initiatives regarding writing and writing 
support impact the writing center directors’ sense of involvement and empowerment at 
the university?  
4. How have the formal structures of the University influenced the writing 
center’s impact on campus? 
144 
 
The interviews, questionnaire, and artifacts revealed that student affairs 
administrators and faculty-administrators often lack knowledge about what the other 
division does or is doing along. Many MASU faculty and staff only know what specific 
people do in relation to their role and responsibilities; for example when a faculty and 
administrator work together on a project. In this instance, each knows what the other 
does; however, the staff or faculty member’s knowledge about the rest of the organization 
remains unclear. As a result of this lack of knowledge, there is limited outreach among 
staff in the divisions. Related to this is the faculty and administrators’ limited familiarity 
with the organizational structures of the divisions, beyond their own. This unfamiliarity 
further reinforces limited outreach between faculty and staff. At MASU, there is not a 
formal communication system or structure in place. This lack of a formal system leads to 
a breakdown in interpersonal relationships and communication between faculty or staff 
and writing center personnel. 
The study also revealed recurring practices at the institution regarding writing 
support. At MASU, there is the practice of underfunding the writing center. While steps 
are made to fund and resource the Writing Center, the Center’s staff continue to need 
more resources as the needs of the community change. However, the Center is often 
perceived as under-resourced. Resources (space, personnel, and money) significantly 
impact student services’ operations and those services’ impact on the university 
community. Consequently, this practice limits the services, space, and staff of the Writing 
Center to meet the goals of and vision for the Center. At MASU, a few faculty and staff 
members limited their interactions with the Center based on prior negative experiences. 
This limited interaction reflects the second recurring practice. Even though staff, 
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missions, services, and policies have changed, the habit of not working with the Center 
continues. As a consequence, this practice limits interaction with the staff and fails to 
change the image of the Writing Center. Thus, this aspect of the writing culture is 
perpetuated. A final practice involves the high priority individual faculty members have 
towards assisting students with their writing. While this can limit student use of the 
Writing Center, it creates the opportunity for a possible pathway in which the Center’s 
staff can assist them in forming partnerships and strengthening interpersonal 
relationships. Given that the research question focused on writing center potential, the 
study revealed that different types of tutors and services were needed to reach a higher 
number of students.  
At MASU, many faculty and staff members believed that for the Writing Center 
to reach its potential, the Writing Center Director needed to hire additional tutors, 
subject-specific tutors, and offer additional services to graduate students and faculty. If 
these changes were implemented, it could help the Writing Center in reaching the 
potential as viewed by Bell and Frost (2012), Griswold (2003), Poziwilko (1997), and 
Wallace and Simpson (1991). However, these changes are connected to the issue of 
resources and funding. If these changes are not made, then the goals and vision of the 
Writing Center may remain unfulfilled. Finally, the study revealed several members 
questioning their involvement with the Center and thinking about new ways to support 
their writing center and student writing in general. At MASU, some faculty and staff 
members have begun to realize that they could do more to work with their writing center 
and even find ways to support writing in areas that have been traditionally defined as 
non-academic. As a result of this change in thinking, it is possible to change the 
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institutional culture or the writing culture at MASU. If faculty and staff follow through 
on this change in thinking, then it can positively assist writing center staff in reaching the 
Center’s potential since stakeholders are beginning to look at the writing center and 
possible partnerships in a different light. If these changes were to occur, it could 
strengthen interpersonal relationships among the Writing Center Director, faculty, and 
administrators. The writing culture on campus reveals not only the level of support or 
priority given to writing but also the involvement of the Writing Center. These changes 
can help to reshape the image of the Writing Center on the MASU main campus, which 
then can contribute to changing the culture.  
Interpretation of Findings 
The interviews, student questionnaire, and documents revealed a complex 
interconnected set of elements of the organizational structures, cultural processes, and 
institutional practices at MASU, which play into why and how writing centers become 
marginalized.  
Lack of writing center autonomy. The case study revealed that the MASU 
writing center has become marginalized because of their limited autonomy. Autonomy is 
about self-determination and not relying on others. At MASU, writing center directors 
may not be agents of change within their center. The literature (George & Grimm, 1990; 
Stay 1992; Simpson et al., 1994) and the National Census of Writing (2013b) establishes 
that writing centers are closely connected to English departments. The framework, as 
presented in chapter 3, highlights that formal structures influence the beliefs and attitudes 
of staff, and how those beliefs influence practices at a university. In MASU’s case, this 
framework can help explain the lack of writing center autonomy. There is a commonly 
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held belief or practice that writing centers fall under the purview of the English 
department at many universities. Thus, it can help explain why the MASU’s writing 
center falls under the English Department’s responsibilities. Writing center directors must 
work within the informal and formal structures of the English department. Priorities and 
resources may come from above the director. Although directors may want to cultivate 
resources that can help overcome marginalization, they depend on the resources and the 
beliefs of those above them in the reporting line. A writing center director’s autonomy is 
tied to the budget and the decision-making process. The framework explains that formal 
structures influence faculty and staff beliefs. When applied to the MASU’s belief that 
their writing Center lacks autonomy, this aspect of the framework highlights how the 
decision to place writing centers under English can impact the reporting line (formal 
structure) as well as the process and belief of how money is requested and allocated. At 
MASU, it was found that writing center directors can make requests to pursue new ideas, 
increase student workers, and add services. However, if they are not budget unit leaders, 
they can be hampered by the process. Eventually, writing center directors may adapt their 
requests accordingly. The final decision does not fall to the writing center director, which 
may indicate their lack of autonomy.  
Having a separate budget allows writing center personnel to make their own 
choices and pursue avenues or projects that may not be currently available to them. 
Having a different budget also brings up the notation of the political model of 
organizational structure. Birnbaum (1988) described the political model as a competition 
of resources. We can understand what happened at MASU by considering this model in 
relation to autonomy. Birnbaum’s political model explains what happens when 
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departments and programs vie for the same pool of monies. Based on the evidence 
presented in the study, at MASU, writing center directors must make a case for and 
compete with department priorities. When the MASU writing center is examined through 
the political model, it reveals that having a separate budget provides the security of 
having control over operational choices. In the case of MASU, English Department 
faculty-administrators wanted to create a separate budget for the Writing Center, but that 
decision was vetoed higher in the organizational hierarchy. While the reasons for that 
decision remains unclear, what is clear is that formal processes such as organizational 
structure, reporting lines, and budgetary procedures impact a writing center’s autonomy 
and how a writing center operates.  What I found at MASU was a writing center’s lack of 
independence might not be because of staff and faculty (at least within the English 
Department) believe they should be, but because the formal structures create the 
environment. 
This study suggests that the Writing Center lacks autonomy. Therefore, to 
increase the autonomy of the MASU writing center, two recommendations should take 
place. These recommendations ensure that the MASU Writing Center Director is (a) able 
to make his or her own decisions regarding the staffing, resource allocation, and vision; 
and (b) able to move away from the philosophies and pedagogies of the English 
Department. First, senior leadership at the University needs to support the idea of a 
separate budget for the Writing Center. With this recommendation, the Writing Center 
Director will take on the responsibilities of a budget unit leader. The separate budget will 
allow the Director more freedom in what projects to pursue and a voice in the decision-
making process. Turning to the framework can help with understanding what this 
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recommendation would mean for writing centers that may be marginalized as a result of 
being a line item within the English Department budget. The framework highlights that 
formal structures, like budgets, can influence values, attitudes, and practices. If writing 
center directors had their own budget, this will allow them to have more autonomy to 
establish values and priorities that could complement broader student success initiatives 
and goals. In relation to the framework, changing the budgetary lines can also impact the 
attitudes and perceptions of faculty and staff. This change can provide visible evidence 
that leadership has invested interest in a department or unit.  
Finally, the Writing Center should be moved out of the English Department and 
should fall under the purview of the Division of Academic Affairs. The Writing Program 
Administrator could directly report to a vice president or provost of academic affairs 
rather than to a college dean. In this new organizational chart, the Writing Program 
Administrator would supervise the Writing Center Director. As a result of this 
recommendation, the Writing Center’s mission, vision, and policies will be more aligned 
with the overall vision of Academic Affairs as opposed to one specific college. The 
cyclical nature of the organizational structures and staff/faculty perceptions highlighted in 
the conceptual framework can help understand how this modification may affect the 
organizational structure of a university and how it can help ease the marginalization of 
writing centers that stems from a lack of autonomy. The National Census on Writing 
[NCW] (2013) established that many writing centers are independent programs. 
However, many writing centers are still institutionally housed within the English 
Department, closely followed by the Office of the Chief Academic Officer (Dean or 
Provost office). While the survey does not define what it means to be an independent 
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program, it suggests that there is some movement away from the English Department. 
This is further supported by the NCW’s data on many writing centers being 
institutionally a part of learning centers. Whether as an independent program or as part of 
a learning center, moving the writing center out of the organizational structure of the 
English department can aid in lessening marginalization and align this and similar writing 
centers to the changing landscape. Although there is still a strong affiliation with writing 
centers and the English departments, there is a trend to organizationally place a writing 
center as an independent program or part of a learning center. It is important to note that 
research (Toms, 2016) suggests learning center can either be within Academic or Student 
Affairs, but again, the majority have a reporting line somewhere in Academic Affairs. 
Moving this center out of English and into a reporting structure where the Writing 
Program Administrator reports to the Office of the Vice Provost can help increase the 
profile of writing centers within Academic Affairs.  
An alternative option would be for a writing center to be moved into the Division 
of Student Affairs. If this move were to take place, the writing center should be housed 
within a learning center that is housed within Student Affairs.  If writing centers were 
moved into Student Affairs without other academic assistance housed in that division, it 
would require new reporting lines and create a significant shift in the culture of an 
institution. A move into the Division of Student Affairs could increase faculty members' 
feelings of being undercut by Student Affairs and create a disconnect between the various 
tutoring sites on campus. If the academic assistance via a learning center is housed in 
Academic Affairs, it would require fewer organizational changes, and academic 
assistance would be better aligned. However, many universities have tutoring services 
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that are centralized or decentralized. If a university has centralized tutoring (for example, 
in a learning center), a move into the Division of Student Affairs can help to align writing 
support and tutoring. However, if a college uses a decentralized model, as employed by 
MASU, moving the writing center out of English could convey a message to faculty and 
staff that writing is a university concern and not a departmental one. On the user side, 
students will have a service that appears more seamless to them. Moving the writing 
center out of English departments can also help alter the perception among students that a 
writing center is for students within the humanities as opposed to a resource for those in 
the other academic colleges. 
Moving a writing center out of English departments would increase writing center 
autonomy. By moving out of the English department but remaining in the Division of 
Academic Affairs will provide opportunities for a writing center, especially MASU’s 
writing center, to become integrated with the rest of the institution while providing the 
writing center director will more flexibility to coordinate with colleagues. On the user 
side, students will have a service that appears more seamless to them. Moving the writing 
center out of English departments can also help alter the perception among students that a 
writing center is for students within the humanities as opposed to a resource for those in 
the other academic colleges. 
Marginalization points to competing resources and programs.  Within a given 
year, senior leadership within a department, an academic college, or a division must make 
decisions regarding resource allocation, in which they need to consider a variety of 
factors. Senior leadership needs to make decisions regarding where and when to spend 
and allocate resources. Birnbaum (1988) noted that units have their agendas and must 
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compete for resources to fulfill those goals. This aspect of the political model is seen at 
MASU in how writing center personnel have a desire to change to the Center but do not 
have the funds or power to fulfill those initiatives. As a result of competing for resources, 
it appears that the MASU writing center is under-resourced and under-funded according 
to faculty and staff. One reason for this situation is related to the competition of 
resources. The framework helps us understand how practices and beliefs contribute to a 
sustained culture regarding the competition of resources. When applied to MASU and its 
writing center, participants and historical documents reveal an issue with not funding 
programs adequately, which can influence the perceived value of the Writing Center.  
The practice of under-funding writing support at MASU impacted all iterations of what 
has now become the University Writing Center. Just as Lape’s (2012), and Sunstein’s 
(1998) remarked on how writing centers and their value are connected to budgets, the 
iterations of the MASU writing center and how it perceived it are tied to resources. 
Faculty and staff have noted that they and the University leadership place a high value on 
assisting students with writing. However, at the same time, they mentioned a lack of 
resources given to the Center. The reason for this incongruence is complicated. At 
MASU, faculty and staff members were unclear on what other departments are doing, 
how and why initiatives got funding, or why monies were given to other departments. 
Another reason this writing center is not adequately funded or resourced is that writing 
center leadership has been able to make do or be creative in their management of the 
resources that are given to the Center. Without additional resources, writing centers, 
according to the study, may continue the same level of services and interactions while the 
needs of students and university change. It is clear that faculty and staff members at 
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MASU make the connection that priority and value regarding their writing center are tied 
to resources and funding.  
In the case of MASU’s writing center, the Director and the Writing Program 
Administrator must compete not only for funds earmarked for the English Department 
but also with other programs and services on campus. Documents and interviews 
revealed numerous past and current programs and services in place to assist students with 
writing. These programs began because incoming students needed assistance with writing 
(college readiness). MASU appeared, at least in the past, to have issues with students 
writing effectively upon graduating from the University. At MASU, faculty and 
administrators found various ways to alleviate these concerns. The issue of how to 
support writing was seen in the programs and initiatives designed to assist with writing. 
What I found at MASU was writing support offered by numerous units within academic 
affairs—by the writing center, tutoring services, within academic colleges and 
departments. These programs confirm Weick’s (1976) assertion that programs, when 
viewed from a loosely coupled perspective, allow for adaptation at the local level without 
influencing the overall organization. Each unit can help with writing support 
independently of each other. However, as the framework for this study highlights, 
practices and formal structures can influence interactions and other informal and formal 
structures. In MASU’s case, while departments can offer writing assistance, the practice 
of doing so can limit interactions between department chairs, administrators with writing 
center personnel. While the overall organization remains unchanged, writing center 
directors and personnel that support and guide the Center may be impacted because they 
must compete for resources and with other programs.  
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There are limited resources given to departments and programs. Even though a 
separate budget for the Writing Center can help alleviate the competition of resources, 
faculty and staff need to help each other with resource allocation. To help alleviate this 
problem of fewer resources, the Writing Center Director, faculty, and staff need to come 
together to plan and prioritize their needs and efforts. Given the limited resources, 
faculty, staff, and the Writing Center cannot pursue their agendas and objectives alone. 
Another approach to working with fewer resources is to have faculty and staff from more 
and different partnerships. These partnerships should be more than inviting writing center 
staff to join a committee or present to a class. Instead, departments should share 
resources, such as graduate assistant positions, money allocation for writing assistance 
and using the Center as a place for professional development. Staff in similar programs 
and services need to come together to create a communication plan for the university 
community. They should aid each other in reaching their individual program’s goals and 
objectives.  Greater efforts are needed to ensure the Writing Center is adequately 
supported and to ensure others have opportunities to view the Writing Center as more 
than a place where students receive assistance. To help understand how this 
recommendation can aid in alleviating marginalization, let us look at the conceptual 
framework. 
The framework highlights how formal structures like resources can affect 
interactions. How resources are allocated and used can either encourage or discourage 
staff and faculty from working together. Faced with limited resources, staff members can 
share resources to alleviate financial and programming concerns while lessening writing 
center marginalization in two distinct ways. If a center is marginalized because of a lack 
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of funding, the sharing of resources can provide writing center directors with the means 
to expand services or offer additional support. As a result, students may work with 
discipline-specific tutors who may provide them with the assistance they need. Finally, 
sharing of resources can increase the partnerships and the interactions between writing 
center directors and their colleagues within the Divisions of Academic and Student 
Affairs. More interactions between divisions can open the lines of communication and 
begin outreach among staff and faculty.  
Writing center marginalization points to a difference in values. The case study 
revealed that the MASU writing center became marginalized because stakeholders 
(faculty, staff, and writing center personnel) have different values regarding writing 
support. 
Value differences between the two divisions.  The framework reveals that a 
difference in beliefs and traditionally defined roles impact individual staff perception and 
beliefs regarding what aspects of student success fall under their scope of responsibilities. 
These perceptions can limit staff and faculty interaction and partnerships between the 
divisions. The case of MASU is consistent with Philpot and Strange’s (2003) assertion 
that faculty and staff members’ values were grounded in their area of expertise. What I 
found at MASU was that within the Division of Student Affairs, some staff members who 
work with students and those who oversee departments have the opinion that writing is an 
academic issue. However, senior leadership expresses the idea that writing is not an 
academic issue even though the English department oversees it via a writing center. This 
viewpoint speaks to the literature of Frost et al. (2010) that found to have successful 
partnerships, student affairs and academic affairs staff must recognize shared values. In 
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other words, MASU faculty and staff have different opinions regarding who is 
responsible for writing support. However, senior leadership recognizes the bigger picture 
of writing as a part of the broader issue concerning student success.  
These divergent opinions reflect the process in which information is disseminated 
at universities. One explanation for this view of writing as an academic issue can result 
from leadership not expressing responsibility and accountability for writing in a way that 
faculty, unit leaders, and administrators can connect writing support to their jobs. When 
examined in light of the conceptual framework, the influence of formal structures on 
beliefs at MASU staff and faculty demonstrates how this disconnect can happen.  This 
lack of consensus on who should focus on writing support at MASU reinforces a lack of 
knowledge about what writing centers can do and who writing centers can serve.  
Relatedly, staff may look at the same aspect of student success differently than faculty. 
At MASU, this was predominantly geared towards writing. Certain types of writing were 
academic, as opposed to career-readiness. This idea of two types of writing reflects 
Engstrom and Tinto’s (2000) argument that student affairs and academic affairs 
professionals focus on different aspects of student development, have different values 
regarding the mission of their institution, and have different areas of expertise and 
training. The idea of writing as an academic issue plays to the notion that MASU staff 
and faculty are looking at student development differently. In other words, they are 
valuing writing differently as a result of their job responsibilities. The conceptual 
framework of the study highlights how formal structures influence beliefs and vice versa. 
Thus, in the case at MASU, marginalization can happen because individuals place value 
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and view writing and writing support differently than writing center personnel and 
faculty, particularly in the English Department.  
Unless there is some alignment in the views on what writing center staff can do, 
the differences in attitudes, beliefs, and views will continue the marginalization of the 
Writing Center. The various stakeholders (administrators, faculty, and the writing center 
personnel) have to work together. It may be challenging to align the idea of writing as a 
non-academic area. However, seeing writing and the writing center as components of 
student success could be aligned between the divisions. To improve the alignment of 
values of the two divisions, staff and faculty need to create partnerships and interact with 
each other. Within the academic colleges, faculty need to communicate with each other 
and discuss what their respective offices are doing. A communication plan needs to be 
implemented. A possible plan could be a monthly status report written to and by 
department chairs. The values and differences of what the Writing Center can do for 
students and faculty can be resolved to some extent by having the Writing Center 
Director articulate the Center’s problems, goals, mission, and vision to the broader 
campus community. To align values at the various levels of the institution, the President, 
vice presidents, provosts, deans, department chairs, the Writing Program Administrator, 
and the Writing Center Director need a unified vision and be on the same page as to the 
importance of writing and who supports it. 
The alignment of values can happen in several areas, such as (a) by promoting the 
Writing Center and what it does at the new faculty and administrator orientation, (b) by 
reinforcing and communicating the idea of writing and the Writing Center as essential 
elements to student success within the daily job functions of staff who work with students 
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and to those staff members’ supervisors, (c) by including information on the Writing 
Center or its function within cross-department training initiatives. In these initiatives, the 
deans and associate deans can take on additional leadership positions during departmental 
training. These different values focus on communication among the stakeholders, which 
can raise awareness of the Writing Center and what it can offer and begin the process of 
creating partnerships and interactions.  
The framework draws attention to how attitudes and beliefs can influence 
interactions, which then can alter staff and faculty beliefs. Part of the reasons the 
MASU’s writing center is marginalized stems from a difference in faculty, staff, and 
writing center staff members’ beliefs and values. However, by working more 
purposefully together and by establishing venues for discussion, writing center directors 
and their colleagues can begin discussing needs and attitudes among the staff and faculty. 
By doing so, writing center directors and colleagues can alter their perceptions and 
beliefs regarding writing. This change will benefit not only faculty and staff but also 
students who use writing centers and other writing programs on campus. A discussion on 
departmental needs and what a writing center can do will have a direct impact on 
students. Students may not understand the inner workings of the organizational structure 
of a university, but, as direct users of academic support, they can see the effect of 
programs and departments not working together. By opening lines of communication, 
faculty, staff, and the writing center staff will eliminate redundancy, provide more 
tailored specific assistance, and decrease confusion of services for students. 
  Value and belief differences between faculty and writing center staff.  The case 
study revealed that at MASU, there were limited interactions between writing center 
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leadership or personnel and academic departments. The study's results showed that 
writing center personnel are neither invited nor asked to be invited to departmental staff 
meetings outside of English. To help explain why this happened at MASU, let’s turn to 
the conceptual framework. The conceptual framework indicates that values and beliefs 
could limit, in MASU’s case, or increase the opportunity of how frequently the staff from 
the two divisions interact and partner. At MASU, the other department heads or directors 
rarely sought the Writing Center Director to attend their meetings. The findings suggest 
that the different values among university staff and faculty may be the reason why faculty 
and writing center personnel do not interact with each other. A lack of invitation 
regarding the writing center staff’s presence at meetings could be because writing and 
writing support are not priorities within a department.  
A plausible explanation for these values is the result of the nature of department 
meetings and agendas, which may not need to address writing support at a given moment. 
Because of these differences at MASU, there is limited interaction between the academic 
colleges. These limited interactions contribute to the silo effect within the academic 
colleges by further limiting communication among colleagues. This lack of cooperation 
and communication between offices demonstrates how the silo effect is perpetuated on 
the MASU campus. The different views regarding the purpose of department meetings 
and the necessity of inviting writing support results in limited communication and 
dissemination of knowledge about writing centers. Therefore, these different views might 
be contributing factors to why marginalization happens at MASU. More than a difference 
in what may be an appropriate setting to discuss writing support, the staff and faculty 
may have different beliefs about how best to help students with their writing.  
160 
 
Writing center marginalization happened at MASU because of a difference in 
how a writing center can help students. What a writing center should do to help students 
is tied to the prevailing viewpoints impacting writings. Namely, writing centers should 
help with grammar and remedial assistance and the overall writing process (Devlin, 
1996). The study indicated that students attended the Center for a variety of reasons 
(proofreading, citation assistance), and faculty and administrators refer students for the 
same reason. The reason faculty members refer students to at MASU’s Center indicates 
their beliefs about how a writing center can help students. The framework demonstrates 
that beliefs can increase or decrease interactions between the divisions. When applied to 
MASU’s writing center, interactions take the form of referrals to the Center. A surprising 
result to emerge from the case study was the level of involvement towards writing 
support given by faculty at MASU. 
The case study revealed that while MASU faculty members referred students to 
the Center, they often exhibited a commitment to writing support beyond encouragement 
and referral. Looking back on the conceptual framework, this finding encompasses the 
notation that attitudes and beliefs can impact practices (i.e., the common practice of 
faculty members assisting students themselves). At MASU, it was revealed that many 
faculty members worked individually with students and provided feedback on papers. 
They worked with students on issues of grammar, editing, and polishing, along with 
various discipline-specific issues. The reasons for this level of commitment varied, such 
as wanting to help students succeed, knowing what they were looking for, or because the 
help they believed students needed was not available at the Writing Center. These beliefs 
evoke the idea that faculty members across the disciplines have a strong commitment to 
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student success and understand that writing is a relevant and essential skill for students to 
have. As McDermott and O’Dell (2001) demonstrated, an organization’s culture is 
represented in the actions of those involved, which explains how individual faculty 
members can shape why and how often students go to a writing center. 
Individual faculty also conveyed the level of priority given to writing support in 
their courses and at the University.  For Tierney (1988), organizational culture includes 
the actions of the people with the organization. MASU’s faculty demonstrates 
McDermott and O’Dell’s (2001) description of how informal structures, like an 
organization's culture, is revealed through a person's actions. The case study of MASU 
provides evidence that faculty member’s actions shape a university’s writing culture and 
can positively and negatively impact student use of writing centers. The MASU faculty 
members not only demonstrate the values of their respective disciplines or fields but also 
play an essential role in how students perceive services and programs on campus.  
The challenge for MASU is how to align faculty and writing center staff 
differences. Faculty members in all academic departments should continue to support 
writing in their own ways, but they should not exclude the Writing Center completely. 
Faculty members can address their department’s needs by inviting the Writing Center 
Director to department or ad hoc meetings. More than just indicating the service on the 
course syllabus, all faculty, regardless of whether their class is labeled writing-intensive, 
should actively promote the Writing Center. Writing cannot be an academic issue to be 
addressed solely by the English department or composition faculty members.  
The conceptual framework highlights how informal structures can influence 
practices while affecting interactions. University culture influences how faculty and staff 
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work together and what influences those interactions. During these committee meetings, 
writing center directors can use them as opportunities to provide insight into how they 
and their writing center can help in assisting areas not commonly associated with writing 
centers. These areas focus on mentoring, retention, or student success. These meetings 
yet another way for writing centers to become integrated at a university. The meetings 
can provide an opportunity for writing center directors to share statistics related to 
retention, persistence, and graduation with their colleagues. Many committees focus on 
broader student success may have student representatives serve on them. Students can 
take part in university governance by serving on these committees, on leadership 
advisory panels, and within student government. If student representatives are present at 
these committees, the writing center director can provide students with valuable 
information that directly impacts student success and a student’s life. The writing center 
director can learn from the student perspective and adapt accordingly. Thus, leadership, 
students, and colleagues can see how writing centers align and contribute to the 
university’s broader student success agenda. 
Marginalization as a product of institutional culture. The reason the 
marginalization of writing centers may happen depends on the specific context or writing 
culture at the institution. Recurring practices become part of an organization's culture, 
and, as exemplified by the conceptual framework, can influence how faculty and 
administrators interact with each other.  Recurring practices affect why a writing center 
was created and what it focused on. This is seen at MASU in the mission and purpose of 
the writing center (in all its iterations). A few faculty members commented that the 
current assistance offered by the Writing Center was different in the past. These practices 
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influence faculty members’ beliefs regarding what a writing center should focus on and 
the populations a writing center should be helping. All of this shapes the culture and 
attitude of writing at the MASU.  
The study revealed that the Writing Center at MASU, in all its iterations, was an 
academic (Provost-driven) initiative, which was to be housed in the English Department. 
Thus, this diving force advances the idea that, for many faculty and staff members 
outside of the English Department, writing and the writing center are problems for the 
English Department. This finding aligns with Birnbaum (1998) when the issue of writing 
support is viewed using the cybernetic model which emphasizes seeing only one side of a 
problem.  What I found at MASU lends support to the idea that the founding of a writing 
center (as established in the literature) aids in establishing institutional knowledge, which 
can influence staff and faculty actions and beliefs. The conceptual framework, while it 
does not explicitly state university culture, indicates that informal structures can change 
and be influenced by university practices. As a component of informal structures, 
university culture can affect a division’s culture at a university. These structures can 
further affect what these divisions should or can focus on (i.e., student success inside and 
outside of the classroom). The literature on student affairs-academic affairs 
collaborations revealed that partnerships between the two divisions are often hindered by 
attitudes, beliefs, and formal job responsibilities (Arcelus, 2011; Bourassa & Kruger, 
2001). At MASU, I found that the student affairs participants expressed the idea that 
writing was an academic issue—an issue out of the scope of student affairs or on the 
fringes or a minor part of their job responsibilities. 
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This viewpoint on job responsibilities supports the notation that the interactions 
and the level and frequency of involvement between the two divisions are hindered when 
writing is perceived as a responsibility of the Division of Academic Affairs. What I found 
at MASU was that administrators would be seen as overstepping their assigned 
responsibilities if they assisted with writing, which supports the notion that the formal 
structures (organizational structure and formal job responsibilities) are limiting the 
interactions among staff in the two divisions. This limitation promotes the practice of 
restricting writing center interactions to need-based referrals. The interactions with the 
Writing Center varied depending on the division, past interactions, job responsibilities, 
and reason for visiting the center. All these types of interactions and reasons for visiting 
the Center influence the writing culture, the image, and the visual presence of the Writing 
Center on the MASU campus. Institutional culture, according to Kuh (2003), is 
continuous and always changing.  
Institutional culture perpetuates beliefs and interactions among staff, faculty, and 
students.  At MASU, some individuals, who—whatever their reasoning—did not work or 
interact with the Center in the past, continue to do so even though the needs of students, 
department staff, and leadership have changed over time. Since the MASU writing center 
(or its prior iterations) may not have been given many resources in the past, senior 
leadership may not see the purpose of doing so. Turning to the framework for 
understanding, practices such as a history towards a lack of resources influence formal 
structures, such as limited budgets. This same history can affect informal structures, such 
as the decision or belief that writing center directors can make do with what they are 
given.  These practices, along with the actions or inactions of leadership, convey 
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intentional and unintentional messages to MASU faculty, staff, and students—
communications being an informal aspect of university culture.  What I found at MASU 
was that the various programs and services available for writing convey a message that 
there is a high value or priority for writing. On the other hand, the numerous services and 
a lack of communication among the offices or an unclear and non-cohesive marketing 
strategy lends support that these aspects can send the message of disorganization. 
Therefore, a seamless transition of the student experience is disrupted. This disruption is 
causing confusion among faculty, staff, and student because they do not know where to 
receive help or who is served by a particular program like the writing center. These 
messages impact faculty and staff perceptions and beliefs on how writing is viewed and 
how it is supported on campus, and these ideas feed into the culture of MASU. 
Changing the culture of an institution is a big undertaking. This process begins 
with how faculty and staff interact with other. One step could be eliminating the lack of 
outreach among the staff and faculty. The study suggests that neither faculty, staff, nor 
writing center personnel is sure of who should be the one to initiative first contact. 
Therefore, a reasonable solution would be for all parties to take the initiative and actively 
seek partnerships rather than waiting for someone else to do so. One possible partnership 
would be for faculty, staff, and the Writing Center Director to serve on the committees 
that discuss writing initiatives and student success to share experiences, opinions, and 
viewpoints. These recommendations and those mentioned above can begin the process of 
creating a dialogue between the two divisions. Actively seeking and purposefully 
interacting with each other can begin solidifying partnerships within the divisions that 
can help change how the Writing Center is viewed on the MASU campus. These 
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recommendations are small changes that can begin to shift the culture at MASU These 
recommendations are more than just marketing and creating partnerships; it is about 
colleagues coming together to work, discuss, and collaborate with each other. These 
types of interactions provide avenues to create awareness and promote changes in the 
attitudes and beliefs of faculty and staff.  
Possibilities and limitations of the writing center. The study hoped to address 
the potential of a writing center to understand how and why writing centers may become 
marginalized and how faculty and staff can increase writing center potential to better 
meet the needs of student writers and contribute to student success. The potential of 
writing centers is tied to the three competing viewpoints that influence writing centers. 
An analysis of faculty, staff, students, and documentation sources showed that many at 
MASU believe the Writing Center should focus on the basics: grammar, mechanics, and 
specific areas of the writing process, such as research/citations. These recommendations 
align with the idea that writing centers should focus on the grammar and mechanics 
(Boquet, 1999; Crowley, 2001; Flood, 2002; Hayward, 1983; Hedengren, 2014).  The 
results of the study at MASU found that editing and having someone guide a student in 
the editing process were possible areas of potential. When the prevailing views are 
considered, these suggestions align with the second viewpoint in how writing centers 
should focus on the writing process, and how they should provide students with the 
necessary editing skills (Harris (1988/2017). These findings confirm that at least two of 
the prevailing viewpoints influencing writing centers are present among faculty and staff 
at MASU.  It was surprising that only one person mentioned a possible connection to the 
Writing Center working with more traditional aspects of student success (coaching and 
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mentoring), along with having the Writing Center serve as professional development 
faculty. The third viewpoint points to a few researchers looking at writing center work 
differently, in connection to broader student success terms (Bell and Frost, 2012; 
Brannon & North, 2000; Carino and Enders, 2001; Griswold, 2003; Ruecker, 2017; 
Webster, 2015).  At least one faculty-administrator at MASU expressed the idea of 
building not only connections to mentoring and coaching but also creating a pipeline for 
faculty in terms of professional development. One faculty member also revealed how 
Writing Center’s assistance with the professional development of the tutors is rarely, if 
ever, brought to light.  
The conceptual framework lays the groundwork in helping to understand the 
importance of this type of potential. If formal structures—the role of the tutor and the 
creation of a formal professional development pipeline—at MASU were to change, they 
could impact attitudes and beliefs regarding the Writing Center and its mission, purpose, 
role on the MASU campus. The framework details how these aspects ultimately impact 
faculty and staff interaction. This study revealed negative and positive views on the work 
done in the writing center.  According to MASU faculty and staff, the faculty and staff, 
besides those in the English Department, rarely interacted with the Writing Center 
Director or Center staff. By viewing writing center work in connection to broader terms 
and professional development, the perspectives of faculty and staff could change, and 
stronger relationships and new partnerships at MASU could be the result. The case study 
revealed what is helping and hindering the MASU center from reaching its potential, 
however that potential is described.  
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The case study revealed that some MASU faculty and staff believed that the 
Writing Center Director was doing well with the resources provided to her, but also 
thought that the Center needs additional resources. When it came to a writing center’s 
potential, the results of the study indicate a focus on formal pieces. Faculty and staff 
recommended the hiring of discipline-specific tutors, expanding services to faculty, 
revamping its marketing strategy, or creating graduate-level assistance, increasing space, 
or changing of the organization structure (the type of writing center personnel). Much of 
these approaches, such as meeting the needs of a variety of student populations, assisting 
different client populations, and increasing the number served at MASU’s Center, align 
with Dinitz and Howe’s (1989) discussion on Writing-Across-the-Curriculum and the 
various models, which includes discipline-specific tutors. It appears this is one area in 
which the MASU writing center could improve upon—namely—the tutors’ roles and 
scope of responsibilities need to change. The participants’ suggestions revealed the need 
to start with the operational and immediate changes: staffing, space, and money to better 
reach the needs of students, faculty, and staff as well as to increase client use of a writing 
center.  
The results of the study confirm the importance of having the proper resources in 
place when establishing and expanding the services of a writing center. These 
suggestions for writing center potential focus on formal structures. What I found at 
MASU was that the suggestions also support the idea that improving formal structures 
provide opportunities to change the writing culture at a given university. Consequently, 
these changes will become ingrained within a culture that promotes the idea of students 
and faculty using a writing center in a way that aligns with broader student success goals 
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and initiatives. Changing who works within the MASU writing center is one step towards 
increasing client use and meeting community needs. However, viewing tutor 
responsibilities, hiring decisions, and professional development differently can help this 
writing center to become ingrained into the overall culture of the institution.  
The Writing Center needs to overcome formal structures that are hindering it from 
reaching its potential. To begin the process, stakeholders need to ensure that outreach 
takes place, the organizational structure of the writing program changes, and resources 
are shared. The Writing Center Director can use these same structures to their advantage. 
The Writing Center Director and Writing Program Administrator need to be aware of the 
organizational structures that are in place. They need to know who the decision-makers 
are and who can be their allies as they begin to form new relationships. Understanding of 
the organizational chart and job functions is the first step. It takes time for attitudes, 
views, and beliefs to change. As views of the Writing Center change, following the above 
recommendations, the Writing Center could be viewed in a different light. This change in 
perspective can alter the formal structures such as job functions, resources, and 
partnerships. If faculty, staff, and writing center personnel work together and 
communicate needs, wants, and ideas, they can increase the flow of information and 
begin to break down silos and focus on interdisciplinary initiatives. By breaking down 
silos and changing attitudes and beliefs, administrators and faculty could begin to discuss 
a connection with broader student success goals and a writing center. These 
conversations can highlight the role a writing center has in high-impact practices or the 
role and impact the tutors, as student-leaders, have on student persistence. This shift in 
perspective can help the university community see the Center as an integral part of the 
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university. These recommendations can help the Writing Center to move from the 
margins to being viewed as a participant in the broader student success agenda. 
Questioning attitudes and beliefs and a desire for change.  An unexpected 
result that emerged from the interviews was that a few participants felt a desire to be 
more proactive in assisting student writing. During the interviews, faculty and 
administrators had an “aha moment.” In these moments, they realized that they could be 
doing more to help students with their writing, whether it was a desire to be more 
proactive in reaching out to the Writing Center or including writing support within areas 
outside the classroom. I found at MASU that there was potential for administrators to 
collaborate with the Writing Center, but how and what that would like remained unclear. 
Nevertheless, the idea of rethinking how to approach writing support was sparked. The 
idea that there may be avenues for writing assistance outside of what is currently being 
offered at MASU highlights a self-awareness that faculty and staff could be doing more.  
A side-effect of this change in thinking can begin to alter attitudes, which could 
lead to a change in informal or formal practices that involve faculty and staff working 
with the Writing Center in a non-referral-based partnership. The case study of MASU 
contributes to our understanding of Cho and Sriram (2016) conclusion that partnerships 
between student affairs and academic affairs are hindered by current practices and that 
interpersonal relations impact faculty and administrators’ interaction. It suggests that this 
change in thinking at MASU can be the start of the reason aspects of the writing culture 
and interactions among faculty, administrators, and writing center staff could change. 
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Limitations and Future Research 
Limitations. The study had some limitations. The first limitation centered on the 
participants, specifically the number of students who responded. The data collected from 
the student participants was done through a survey since students may have had last-
minute commitments to school or work that could influence their scheduling availability 
for interviews. An online questionnaire allowed for the inclusion of students and 
provided a way for students to participate in the study without having to adjust work or 
class schedules. To gain access to the students, the IRB required that faculty participants 
provide students enrolled in their classes with a link to the online survey. The exact 
number of students varied since it was based on the number of students enrolled in a 
given course and the number of courses taught by a specific faculty member and, of 
course, if the faculty member decided to send the link. Unfortunately, only a handful of 
students responded to and completed the questionnaire. This indicated that they were 
interested in the topic of how to increase writing center potential at MASU. Even though 
the students who responded were from a range of academic classifications and majors, it 
may not be representative of the viewpoints held by the entire undergraduate population.  
Because of the limited data on how students view the Writing Center, the 
alignment student views with faculty and administrators remain inconclusive. Therefore, 
it is difficult to determine the role student views and use of the writing center have in 
writing center marginalization. The information on student views, for the most part, were 
recounted from faculty and staff experiences. Those viewpoints were shaped or filtered 
through individual faculty and administrators’ perceptions, experiences, and values. As a 
consequence, insights into writing center improvement or potential from the users of the 
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service were limited. Despite this limitation, the researcher focused on the faculty and 
administration within the Division of Student Affairs and Academic Affairs since 
administrators, faculty-administrators, and faculty members shape the institutional 
structures and values through policy and interactions. Including students and their 
viewpoints are still needed in a case study that encompasses informal structures. 
Therefore, future studies could build in incentives or use other recruiting methods to 
increase the response rate. 
Many current studies within writing center literature, as noted earlier in the study, 
emphasize the shifting discussions and arguments among writing center professionals. 
Current studies demonstrate that writing centers professionals are pushing back against or 
have moved beyond marginalization. They highlight that many practitioners are focusing 
on the writing centers role more broadly. However, many of the issues faced by MASU 
are ones that writing center professionals have faced and overcame in the preceding 
decades. However, the aim of this study was not to comment on the debates within the 
field of writing centers and the teaching and learning of writing. This study does not fully 
engage in the scope of current writing center debates. This study provides valuable 
information, as an instrumental case study, for writing center professionals who believe 
their writing center is marginalized. As an instrumental case study, writing center 
directors may discover that they have similar organizational structures, practices, or 
interactions to the case. Thus, writing center directors in similar situations may use this 
study and contextualize the recommendations with their writing center and institution’s 
organization and culture. A final potential limitation lies in the demographic composition 
of the faculty participants. Institutional Research provided a list of faculty members 
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within the Colleges of Arts and Letters and Engineering.  During the analysis phase, the 
demographic data revealed that the participants were full-time lecturers, assistant 
professors, or above. As a result, I was unable to investigate the adjunct faculty 
perspective. All colleges use adjunct faculty, mostly at the introductory level. For 
instance, the National Council of Teachers of English’s [NCTE] 1997 statement on the 
reliance contingent faculty stated that adjuncts have limited “opportunities to interact 
with colleagues, serve on committees, participate in faculty governance, attend 
professional conferences, or engage in research” (NCTE, 1997). Adjunct faculty 
members are not receiving the same level or type of professional development and 
connection building (to the institution and the field) that full-time faculty members 
receive. The message that is conveyed to employees of a university is that the institution 
prioritizes writing support by having a writing center and numerous writing courses. 
However, at the same time, it does not provide contingent faculty members opportunities 
to establish a sense of connection to the university or to provide professional 
development that could positively influence student writing. Adjunct faculty members 
may not be aware of all services a university has to offer or what those services entail. 
Even with this limitation, full-time, tenure, and non-tenure track faculty members 
provided the opportunity to gather information on faculty members who are involved in 
department meetings as well as those who serve on various committees and senates at the 
institutions.   
Nonetheless, adjunct faculty members could support or contradict full-time, 
tenure-track faculty members since they have a different perspective on the culture of 
MASU and the writing center. Because of their status, non-contingent faculty members 
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have a unique perspective on leadership, faculty professional development concerning 
writing, the needs of student writers, and the writing center. 
Future research. Further research might consider expanding the case study in 
terms of units of analysis. The current study focused on two colleges: the largest college 
on campus and a college that historically is known to have struggling writers. However, 
future research could be expanded to include other academic colleges such as the College 
of Science or the College of Professional and Continuing Studies. Including these 
Colleges can uncover how other technical or post-secondary students and faculty 
members view the Writing Center at MASU. The case study touched on the role of 
faculty, and it would be interesting to explore in more depth the part the faculty have in 
shaping writing support on a college campus. This thread of research could allow for an 
in-depth look into how students, beliefs, and services are impacted by faculty.  
Recommendations 
A few recommendations stemming from this study relate to assessment, 
operational changes, and the formation of pathways to collaborations. While specific 
recommendations related to each of the causes of marginalization were discussed in the 
prior sections, this section will focus on a recommendation that can impact the wider 
University. If colleges and universities have a writing center that is marginalized, the 
problem might be systemic or ingrained within the institutional culture. Therefore, it is 
recommended that MASU faculty and administrators take part in an organizational 
assessment that will assess the University’s organizational and writing cultures. To build 
on the desire for change at MASU and to broaden the scope of the Writing Center, 
MASU faculty and administrators need to establish MASU’s current climate and 
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environment before attempting to make improvements. This assessment should be 
conducted from someone outside of the university to provide an outsider’s perspective. 
An assessment of the culture can be done at the macro-level (the university as a whole) 
and the micro-level (within the administrative and academic departments). This 
assessment can impact the operation of the Writing Center. Generally, if administrators 
and faculty believe their writing center is marginalized, they should conduct a cultural 
assessment. This assessment will allow administrators and faculty members to discover 
ways to lessen the feelings of marginalization, which stem from the structures mentioned 
above. At the same, an assessment can uncover additional areas that are contributing to a 
writing center’s marginalization. An assessment of organizational culture can help 
pinpoint structures and practices affecting writing centers, which feed into the culture of 
an institution. An assessment can serve as a starting point to begin the change process. 
Changing the culture is just one step toward alleviating marginalization at the root of the 
problem. Leadership can look to how some administrators and faculty members within 
specific departments encourage active participation of the writing center to illustrate an 
example of how a culture can impact writing center marginalization. At MASU, this 
would be the English Department.  
Having formal structures in place that allow for collaboration and interaction 
between faculty, staff, and writing center personnel can help ease marginalization. The 
case study revealed that unlike in other departments, the Writing Center Director at 
MASU is actively involved in the English Department. While the level of involvement 
may result from the Writing Center Director being a member of the English Department, 
this level of involvement also suggests a different viewpoint regarding writing and that 
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the Department may have structures in place which are conducive to writing center 
leadership interactions. Partnerships between staff within the Divisions of Student Affairs 
and Academic Affairs focus on culture, different values (Kezar, 2001), and time 
constraints (Kezar, 2001; Gulley & Mullendore, 2014). At MASU, these same barriers 
were found within the academic departments. College deans or chairs could establish 
some form of interaction (highly structured to unstructured partnerships) with the Writing 
Center Director. These partnerships could focus on specific client needs, but also on 
broader student success initiatives. An unstructured approach could be as simple as 
inviting the writing center personnel or the Director to have a few minutes at department 
meetings to encourage discussions about writing culture within the departments as well as 
an opportunity to address department and student needs.  
Finally, faculty and administrators should follow through and listen to their gut 
when it comes to partnerships and interactions with the Writing Center. This 
recommendation can improve job satisfaction and begin the process of further 
partnerships as well as a step towards the third viewpoint of writing center potential that 
was discussed earlier. Before embracing a new perspective regarding writing centers, 
faculty, staff, and writing center personnel need to make small changes and compromises 
over time to ensure that wholesale changes stick and grow at the institution.   
Conclusion 
This study aimed to address the problems of how and why some writing centers 
are marginalized on college campuses by exploring the MASU writing center. The study 
found that the MASU writing center personnel have little autonomy to make decisions in 
some cases. This lack of autonomy impacts operational decisions and the relationships 
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between the Center and other units at the institution. Because of the limited autonomy, 
which results from a lack of funding, organizational structure, or institutional culture, 
writing center directors can have a limited sense of empowerment in the writing culture. 
While writing center directors are active within the department—often English—which 
houses the writing center, the scope of their influence is limited. The literature establishes 
that writing centers often lack proper funding or that their value is tied to how well they 
are funded. The Writing Center at MASU, like many other support services, are hindered 
by institutional practices such as recurring funding issues and the competition of 
resources. Writing center personnel may view this lack of funds as an indicator of the 
value senior leadership places on the center or on writing support. Staff within the 
Divisions of Student Affairs and Academic Affairs have different values, which hinder 
collaboration and other partnerships. The idea that writing support is part of the academic 
domain along with the formal structures of a department or university affect 
collaborations and interactions with writing center staff, and its visible presence on 
campus. Many faculty and administrators know what writing centers do in general terms 
(e.g., it helps students with their writing). Yet, there are often misconceptions about how 
that help is approached and what is focused on during the sessions.  
These misconceptions are held by students and staff and, even to some extent, the 
faculty, who may circumvent the writing center altogether because of their views on how 
writing support should be handled or what should be the focus of writing support. These 
informal and formal structures create obstacles that writing center personnel must 
navigate when attempting to make a more visible presence on campus, when 
implementing initiatives, or when going about the daily functions of running a center 
178 
 
(student visitations, outreach, staff/tutor recruitment).  When it comes to the writing 
center staff’s sense of involvement and empowerment, it appears the writing center 
personnel at MASU may be involved in decisions regarding writing support. Still, there 
may be instances when department writing initiatives are discussed in which the Director 
is not invited. Therefore, there might be some cases in which the input of the Writing 
Center Director is not sought after when writing support is discussed. This lack of 
outreach can cause a lack of communication and interaction between faculty and 
administrators. The case study shows that writing center personnel may not be making 
their requests or needs known to a broader audience. Writing center personnel need to 
have a voice in the conversation.  
 Finally, the interactions, perceptions, and actions of faculty, staff, and students 
feed into and are shaped by the writing culture at an institution. A writing culture 
includes not only that of the university but also the individual departments and offices 
that make up the divisions. To address students’ writing needs and help writing centers 
overcome their marginalization, higher education practitioners and scholars need to 
examine writing centers within the context in which they operate. Context is essential 
since a writing center’s involvement, image, services or operations, and purpose are 
critical parts in a writing culture at a university.  
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APPENDIX D 
 
Interview Protocol-Faculty Administrators and Administrators 
  
I want to thank you for taking the time to meet with me. As you know from my earlier 
email, I am a doctoral student at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. I would like to learn 
more about how and why writing centers are marginalized on college campuses, and how 
they can reach their potential. The purpose of this interview is to learn more about the 
organizational and cultural processes and mechanisms in place that may help or hinder 
writing centers. There are no right or wrong answers. I would like for you to feel 
comfortable answering these questions, so feel free to decline to answer any question. As 
the informed consent indicated, I will be audio- recording the interviews. I will be using 
two devices: a mini-digital recorder and my phone, as a backup device, but I will also be 
taking notes during the conversation. At the end of the interview, I will ask you to 
provide a name or names of faculty members who I might contact to gain a faculty-
perspective. The faculty do not have to be in your Academic College or department. This 
is voluntary, and I will not disclose you as the source of the name.  If you prefer, you can 
email me some names. 
 
Our interview will last approximately one hour in which I will ask you questions 
regarding your involvement with the writing center, the placement of the writing in the 
organization, the formal and informal structures in place at the institution. 
 
Demographic Questions 
1. Tell me a little bit about your own academic background. What academic degree 
have you obtained, and in what area? 
 
2. How many years have you worked in higher education? What capacities? 
 
3. How many years have you worked at this institution? 
 
4. In what occasions and in what way has your work led you to interact with writing 
center staff in the last academic year? Has that level and type of interaction changed over 
time at all? 
 
Purpose of the Writing Center 
1. What do you think is the purpose or mission of the writing center on the [MASU] 
campus? 
2. To what extent does the writing center accomplish that mission? 
3. Beyond what the writing center does, or is tasked with, what is or could be its full 
potential? What would that look like in practice? What structures would enable or 
prevent that potential from being realized? 
 
 
Attitudes and Beliefs about the Writing Center and Writing 
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1. How would you characterize the priority you give to writing support with regard 
to your current position? Priorities show up in the values we hold, and the time we are 
able to commit to them. How would you characterize the priority you give to writing 
support in terms of its overall rank of your academic priorities and time spent addressing 
the issue? 
 
2. How would you characterize your colleagues’ view of the level of support given 
to writing/ the writing center? 
3. How would you describe senior leadership’s advocacy for writing support? 
 
 
Interactions 
 
1. When you do spend time addressing writing support, what does that work look like? 
For example, how many people are involved, and in what setting does the work 
occur? 
 
2. In what instances or meetings do you invite writing center staff? What do you 
believe they can contribute to the discussion? 
 
3. How would you describe the organizational pattern in your division? In Student 
Affairs/Academic Affairs? Do you believe this helps or hinders collaboration with 
the writing center? 
 
4. What do you think of the placement of the writing center being in English? Does this 
affect your department in any way? 
 
Informal Structures 
1. How would you describe the writing support effort on campus to others outside of 
the division? 
2. What resources (staff, time, money, etc.) do you or your division/department allot 
for writing support? 
 
Formal Structures 
1. Who makes decisions regarding resources toward writing? What decisions or 
people are involved? 
2. How would you describe the organizational pattern or structure in the 
University’s Writing Center? In Student Affairs/Academic Affairs? 
a.  Do you believe this helps or hinders collaboration with the writing center? 
Why? 
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Interview Protocol-Faculty 
 
 
Introduction: I want to thank you for taking the time to meet with me. As you know from 
my earlier email, I am a doctoral student at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. I would 
like to learn more about how and why writing centers are marginalized on college 
campuses, and how they can reach their potential. The purpose of this interview is to 
learn more about the organizational and cultural processes and mechanisms in place that 
may help or hinder writing centers.  There are no right or wrong answers. I would like for 
you to feel comfortable answering these questions, so feel free to decline to answer any 
question. As the informed consent indicated, I will be audio-recording the interviews. I 
will be using two devices: a mini-digital recorder and my phone, as a backup device, but I 
will also be taking notes during the conversation. At the end of the interview, I will ask 
you to provide a name or names of faculty members, who I might contact to gain a 
faculty-perspective. The faculty do not have to be in your Academic College or 
department. This is voluntary, and I will not disclose you as the source of the name.  If 
you prefer, you can email me some names. 
  
Our interview will last approximately one hour in which I will ask you questions 
regarding your involvement with the writing center, the placement of the writing in the 
organization, the formal and informal structures in place at the institution. 
 
Demographic Questions 
 
1. Tell me a little bit about your own academic background. What academic degree 
have you obtained, and in what area? 
2. How many years have you worked in higher education? What capacities? 
3. How many years have you worked at this institution? 
4. In what occasions and in what way has your work led you to interact with writing 
center staff in the last academic year? Has that level and type of interaction changed over 
time at all? 
 
 
Purpose of the Writing Center 
1. What do you think is the purpose or mission of the writing center on the [MASU] 
campus? 
2. To what extent does the writing center accomplish that mission? 
 
3. Beyond what the writing center does, or is tasked with, what is or could be its full 
potential? What would that look like in practice? What structures would enable or 
prevent that potential from being realized 
 
Attitudes and Beliefs about the Writing Center and Writing 
 
1. How would you characterize the priority you give to writing support with regard 
to your current position? Priorities show up in the values we hold, and the time we are 
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able to commit to them. How would you characterize the priority you give to writing 
support in terms of its overall rank of your academic priorities and time spent addressing 
the issue? 
 
2. How would you characterize your colleagues’ view of the level of support given 
to writing/ the writing center? 
3. How would you describe senior leadership’s advocacy for writing support? 
 
Interactions 
 
1. When writing initiatives are discussed in department meetings, what was the level 
of the involvement for the writing center staff? 
2. When teaching, how do you work with or encourage interaction with the writing 
center? 
  
Informal Structures 
 
1. How would you describe the writing support effort on campus to others outside of 
the division? 
2. What resources (staff, time, money, etc.) do you or your division/department allot 
for writing support? 
 
Formal Structures 
 
3. Who makes decisions regarding resources toward writing? What decisions or 
people are involved? 
4. How would you describe the organizational pattern or structure in the 
University’s Writing Center? In Student Affairs/Academic Affairs? 
a. Do you believe this helps or hinders collaboration with the writing center? Why? 
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Interview Protocol-Writing Staff Personnel 
 
 
Introduction: I want to thank you for taking the time to meet with me. As you know from 
my earlier email, I am a doctoral student at the University of Nebraska-Lincoln. I would 
like to learn more about how and why writing centers are marginalized on college 
campuses, and how they can reach their potential. The purpose of this interview is to 
learn more about the organizational and cultural processes and mechanisms in place that 
may help or hinder writing centers.  There are no right or wrong answers. I would like for 
you to feel comfortable answering these questions, so feel free to decline to answer any 
question. As the informed consent indicated, I will be audio-recording the interviews. I 
will be using two devices: a mini-digital recorder and my phone, as a backup device, but I 
will also be taking notes during the conversation. 
 
Our interview will last approximately one hour in which I will ask you questions 
regarding your involvement with the writing center, the placement of the writing in the 
organization, the formal and informal structures in place at the institution. 
 
Demographic Questions 
 
1. Tell me a little bit about your own academic background. What academic degree have 
you obtained, and in what area? 
 
2. How many years have you worked in higher education? What capacities? 
 
3. How many years have you worked at this institution? 
 
4. In what occasions and in what way has your work led you to interact with 
administrative staff and faculty in the last academic year? Has that level and type of 
interaction changed over time at all? 
 
Purpose of the Writing Center 
1. What do you think is the purpose or mission of the writing center on the [MASU] 
campus? 
 
2. To what extent does the writing center accomplish that mission? 
 
3. Beyond what the writing center does, or is tasked with, what is or could be its full 
potential? What would that look like in practice? What structures would enable or 
prevent that potential from being realized? 
 
4. How did or what caused the writing center to be established on MASU? What were the 
motivating factors? Has that changed? 
 
Attitudes and Beliefs about the Writing Center and Writing 
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1. How would you characterize your colleagues’ view of the level of support given to 
writing/ the writing center? Priorities show up in the values we hold, and the time we are 
able to commit to them. How would you characterize the priority given to writing support 
in terms of academic priorities and time spent addressing the issue? 
 
2. How would you describe senior leadership’s advocacy for writing support? 
 
3. Describe a time when you participated in supporting a writing initiative on MASU. 
How were your suggestions and thoughts received? 
 
Interactions 
 
1. Were you invited to important meetings where writing initiatives/support was 
discussed? How else was invited? 
 
2. Were you or someone on your staff invited to a meeting on how the writing center can 
assist with student success other than writing? What was the outcome? 
 
3. When teaching, how do you work with or encourage interaction with the writing 
center? 
 
Informal Structures 
  
1. How would you describe the writing support effort on campus to others outside of the 
division? 
 
2. What resources (staff, time, money, etc.) do you or your division/department allot for 
writing support? 
 
Formal Structures 
1. How involved are you in the decision- making process when it comes to writing 
support on the MASU campus? 
 
2. How would you describe the organizational pattern or structure in the University’s 
Writing Center? In Student Affairs/Academic Affairs? 
 a. Do you believe this helps or hinders collaboration with the writing center? Why? 
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APPENDIX E 
 
Document/Physical Artifact Protocol 
 
 
Type of 
Document/Physical 
Artifact 
Descriptive Notes  
 
Reflective Notes 
   
   
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
227 
 
APPENDIX F 
Approved Changes to Approved IRB (Changes approved) 
 
As part of seeking [MASU] IRB approval, I needed letters of support from various 
departments. Upon reviewing my UNL IRB, one of the Deans has asked that I clarify 
how I will recruit student participants.   
 
Therefore, I will need to make a change to my recruitment procedures. They have 
recommended that I use the faculty members to recruit. I will ask the faculty members 
whom I interview if they could email their students the consent letter on my behalf. Since 
I have a follow-up email reminder, I would ask the faculty members if they could email 
their students the reminder on my behalf.  
 
This change does not affect my interactions with students or the design of the project 
rather how I will recruit the student participants. 
 
 
 
 
 
